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IAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 
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EsTasiieHED 1858. 

Capital ... oe rie ed tes ‘ . $400,000 
keahans and Debenture Stock ... ae -» £208 130 
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* COUNTY FIRE OFFICE, 


, REGENT STREET, W., anp 14, CORNHILL, E.C., LONDON, 
FOUNDED 1807, 


EXCEPTIONAL ADVANTAGES TO PERMANENT POLICY- 
HOLDERS. 


LIBERAL TERMS TO SOLICITORS INTRODUCING BUSINESS. 


For Rates and Full Particulars apply to 
THE SECRETARIES. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED, 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
RESERVE FUND - £116,000. 
Frtiry GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS, ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonps, MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





























BEAD OFFICE : 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
X In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES 
LICENSED 
Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 


a, 
PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance 


LO88 OR FORFBITURE OF THB LICENSE. A 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtamed on to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.Cc. f 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed , without 
apecial valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


OvR CORRESPONDENT, to whom we referred last week as 
keeping a vigilant eye on the Court of A has now 
furnished us with the following list of dies non in both branches 
of that court during the Hilary Sittings : 

Covrr No. 1. 
No sittings on the following 
Friday, 11th January. 
Saturday, 12th January. 


days: No 


Saturday, 19th January. Saturday, 26th January. 
Friday, lst February. Thureday, 7th February. 
Monday, 4th February. Saturday, 9th 

Th , 14th February. Thurrday, 14th February. 
Monday, 18th February. Saturday, 16th February. 
Tuesday, 26th February. Saturday, 23rd ® 
Saturday, 2nd March. Saturday, 2nd March. 
Monday, 4th March. Saturday, 9th March 
Saturday, 16th March. Monday, 11th March. 
Monday, 18th March. Saturday, 16th March. 

y, 23rd March. Saturday, 23rd March. 
Saturday, 30th March. » 29t1 March. 
Wednesday, 3rd April ‘ March. 

Wednesday, 3rd April 





In movine the second reading of the Prevention of Corruption 
Bill in the House of Lords on Tuesday, Lord Atvzrstons 
made a graceful reference to the amount of work which had 
been done by Lord Russztx in connection with the measure. 
How great this had been was shewn De OS peeee Ses Sew 
left, and which have been handed over to ALVERSTONE. 
The question of corrupt commission is already dealt with to a 
limited gop the Public Bodies Corrupt Practices Act, 
1889, and, as ALVERSTONE pointed out, the Parliamentary 
Committee last year on Government contracts recommended its 
extension to all such contracts and to all Government officials. 
The present Bili, however, would make such extension un- 
necessary, and it applies the same measure alike to public and 
private commercial dealings. The objections which have been 
urged against it in connection with insurance agency business 
have, it seems, been put before Lord Atverstowr by the 
insurance offices, and he has ised to prepare amendments 
which will meet the case. hether the insurance offices have 
been taking up the case of solicitors who receive commissions 
from them we do not know, but it is to be hoped that the effect 
of the amendments will be carefully considered in the right 


_—_-. Beccc commiesions, unfortunately, are too prevalent, 





reason for branding honest payments with the 
| 3 26 


same stigma. 
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THE HIGH FEES earned by professional and expert witnesses 
impose upon them (if indeed “the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth” bears a money value) an obligation to 
be extremely careful and honest in their evidence. Quite apart 
from their own interest, the ends of justice demand (and in 
general receive) from such gentlemen a proper discharge of this 
duty. It is well, therefore, that the court has, under its rules, 
a long arm with which to punish improper end unnecessary 
matter in evidence by affidavit, and it is especially right that 
professional and skilled deponents should be brought to task for a 
breach in this respect. In an intricate and costly action concern- 
ing “‘ancient lights,” Farwetu, J., has recently drawn attention 
in his judgment to some “ very improper affidavits.” He added, 
‘¢T cannot allow professional gentlemen to swear affidavits and 
then say in the witness-box that they were only affidavits. Two 
of these affidavits were really preposterous ; the deponent told 
me that he could not explain them in the least, and as to the 
plan which he exhibited and swore that he had checked, it 
appeared that he had only checked one part.” His lordship ac- 
cordingly excluded the costs of preparing and filing these affidavits 
from the costs of the action to be paid by the unsuccessful party, 
in order ‘‘ to mark the sense of the court of the impropriety of 
@ witness behaving in this manner.” Even without this special 
direction, it is likely that (under R. S. C. ord. 65, r. 27 (20) ) the 
taxing-master would have disallowed the costs of such improper 
matter. On the other hand, it is only right that the discretion 
of the court should be a wide one. As was said by Fry, J., in 
Cracknall vy. Janson (27 W. R. 55, 11 Ch. D. 1, at p. 13), ina 
case where he visited improper evidence with a penalty, ‘it has 
been urged that the court cannot strike out scandalous matter, 
or order the costs of it to be paid, when its attention has not 
been called to it by someone who is a party to the action, and 
who is personally affected by the scandalous matter. I do not 
think that the arm of the court is so much shortened as that.” 
We should say that the reason of this ruling applies equally to 
‘improper or unnecessary matter” within the meaning of 
ord. 65, r. 27 (20), and that the court has power to order such 
costs even if no application be in fact made asking it to do so. 





Unpzr section 8 of the Companies Act, 1900, the under- 
writing of shares has been made legal under certain circum- 
stances. It has been made legal, that is, when the shares are 
being offered to the public, and when the amount of commission 
to be paid is authorized by the articles of association, and is 
disclosed in the prospectus. But it is expressly provided by 
sub-section 2 that, in all other cases, payments for under- 
writing out of the funds of the company, whether made directly 
or indirectly, are unlawful. ‘Save as aforesaid,” it is enacted, 
no company shall apply any of its shares or capital money, 
either directly or indirectly, in payment of any commission, 
discount, or allowance to any person in consideration of his 
subscribing for any shares of the company.” The 
effect of this prohibition is illustrated by the recent case 
of Burrows v. Matabele Gold Reefs Co. (Limited) (ante, p. 
878), in which the Court of Appeal affirmed the decision 
of Farwett, J. The defendant company was incorporated in 
1899 with a capital of £500,000 in £1 shares, of which £387,030 
had been issued before February last. In that month it was 
resolved to issue 80,000 more, and these were offered to the 
shareholders at the rate of one share for every five held by them, 
and at the price of £2 10s. a share. Certain persons agreed to 
underwrite 60,000 of these shares, and in consideration of the 
underwriting they were to have an option of taking up a further 
15,000 of the unissued shares at the same price. To this 
arrangement the plaintiff objected as being a contravention of 
the enactment just quoted, and it is sufficiently obvious that it 
could not stand. Whether the offer of shares to existing share- 
holders is an offer to the public may be doubted, but at any rate 
the terms of the underwriting were not authorized by the articles 
of association, so that the enabling part of section 8 did not 
apply. The case was therefore left to the disabling provision of 
sub-section 2, and it is clear that the issue of shares to the 
underwriters under the option would have been an application 
of shares in payment of a commission. It was therefore pro- 
hibited, and the plaintiff obtained his injunction. It must be 





remembered, whenever underwriting is resorted to, that it cap 
only be done under the conditions prescribed by the section, 
All payments or issues of shares in consideration of under. 
writing which do not satisfy these conditions are absolutely 
prohibited. 





THE supGMENT of Rivury, J., in Wilton & Co. v. Osborn 
(Zimes, 20th inst.) recogaizes the construction of the Money. 
Lenders Act, 1900, which, as we pointed out when 
the Act came into operation, if seems necessary to place 
upon it. The Act does not extend the right to relief against 
oppressive money-lending contracts beyond the limits already 
assigned to that right in equity, though it makes it more easy 
for the right to be asserted. The conditions under which the 
court can interfere are laid down in section 1, and it is essential 
that there shall be evidence which satisfies the court that the 
interest charged in respect of the sum actually lent is excessive, 
or that the amounts charged for expenses, &c., are excessive, and 
that, in either case, the transaction is harsh and uncon- 
scionable, or is otherwise such that a court of equity 
would give relief. Thus there are two quite distinct 
inquiries to be made before the transaction can be reopened, 
First, it must be shewn that the interest or other charges are 
excessive, and next, that the transaction is harsh and unconscion- 
able or is otherwise such that a court of equity would give relief. An 
attempt was made in Wilton § Co. v. Osborne to separate this 
second requirement into two parts. Relief might be given, it 
was said, if a transaction was harsh and unconscionable without 
reference to the doctrines of equity. And it might also be 
given in cases where upon any other grounds relief would be given 
in equity. But this separation between the two parts of the 
sentence does violence to its grammatical construction. The 
transaction must in any case be one in which equity would grant 
relief, whether upon the ground of its being harsh and uncon- 
scionable or otherwise. Now, the circumstances under which 
equity will grant relief have been established with sufficient 
clearness. Relief will be granted where an oppressive bargain 
has been made with an expectant heir, and it will also be 
granted where, in the words of Denman, J., in WVevil/ v. Snelling 
(29 W. R. 375, 15 Ch. D. 679), “undue advantage has been taken 
by the money-lender of the weakness or necessities of the 
person raising the money.” In the view of Rrouey, J., in the 
present case, this means, not merely that the borrower shall 
have made an improvident bargain, but that he shall have been 
over-reached or tricked by the lender. In other words, equity 
protects people against the wiles of others, but not against their 
own folly. A loan of £40, which had been repeatedly renewed, 
was at length arranged to be paid off by a note for £56 
payable in twelve months in four equal instalments, the whole 
balance to be due on default in payment of any instalment. 
The first instalment was not paid, so that £56 became due at 
the end of three months, the interest thus being at the rate of 
£160 per cent. per annum. This rate Ripiey, J., regarded as 
excessive, but although the bargain made by the borrower was 
improvident, he found no evidence of over-reaching on the part 
of the lender such as to call for the application of the equitable 
doctrine. Apparently it will be found that the language used 
by the Legislature has prevented the Act from having the 
revolutionary effect on money-lending transactions which at one 
time was anticipated. 





Tue casz of Rex v. Druce, heard by a Divisional Court lately, 
shews how very important it is for magistrates to be most 
careful in awarding punishment to keep strictly within their 
statutory powers. In this case a man hag been brought before 
justices charged with a common assault, and as the person 
assaulted was an old man, the justices, having convic 
the defendant, imposed upon him a fine of £5, and orde 


him, in addition, to pay the costs, which amounted to © 


14s, 6d.; in default of payment he was ordered to undergo 
two months’ imprisonment. Now, the justices clearly 
exceeded their jurisdiction, for by section 42 of the Offences 
against the Person Act, 1861, the maximum fine allowed on 
conviction for a common assault is a sum ‘‘not exceeding 
together with coste (if ordered) the sum of £5,” And 
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further, by section 5 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, 
where a fine exceeds £1 but does not exceed £5, one month’s 
imprisonment in default of payment is the most that can be 
awarded. Accordingly, at the instance of the defendant, a rule 
nisi for a certiorari was granted to bring up the conviction to 
be quashed. On the argument upon the rule, it was put 
forward on behalf of the justices that although they were 
dearly wrong, still they had made a mistake which the High 
Qourt had power to rectify by amending the conviction. 
The court was said to have such power under section 7 of the 
Quarter Sessions Act, 1849 (known as ‘‘ Baines’s Act”), which 
provides that in any appeal to quarter sessions or removal by 
certiorari to the High Court, where any omission or mistake in 
the drawing up of any order or judgment is proved, the court 
may amend such order or judgment and adjudicate thereon as 
if no such omission or mistake had existed. Here, however, 
there was no mistake “in the drawing up” of the conviction. 
The conviction was correctly drawn up according to the judgment 
ofthe magistrates. It was the decision itself which was wrong, and 
such a mistake is not contemplated in the section giving power to 
amend. The court took this view, and the rule was made absolute 
and the conviction. quashed, a clear miscarriage of justice 
resulting from the magistrates’ mistake. A few cases only have 
been before the court illustrating the kind of mistake which 
may be amended. Thus in Reg. v. Walker (45 J. P. 682) there 
was a conviction for sending a diseased cow by rail, and a fine 
of £20, including costs, was imposed, with three months’ im- 

isonment in default of distress. The maximum term, however, 
allowed by the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, is only two 
months. On appeal to quarter sessions, the court amended the 
conviction by substituting “‘ two” for “three,” and there was an 
appeal to the High Court on the question whether such amend- 
mentcould be made. It is clear from the judgment that the High 
Qourt upheld the amendment by the court of quarter sessions 
on the assumption that the mistake was merely a clerical one, 
and that it was due to a blunder of the clerk and not to an 
excess of jurisdiction on the part of the convicting magistrates. 
Again in Reg. v. Slade (59 J. P. 279) a conviction imposed a fine, 
and in default a term of imprisonment with hard labour, in respect 
ofan offence under the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, for 
which hard labour was not authorized. The defendant paid the 
fine, but applied for a certiorari; and on the hearing it was 
proved that the mistake arose through the clerk to the magis- 
trate neglecting to strike out the words ‘“‘ with hard labour” in 
& printed form. Here the High Court did not disavow its 
power to amend ; but it refused to exercise the power, because 
the defendant had been in danger of an unlawful and serious 
— if he had been unable to pay, and the conviction was 
quashed, 





Frew qugstions cause more local interest than those relating 
torights of way, and a case of considerable importance on this 
subject came before a King’s Bench Divisional Court this week 
in Ree v. The Norfolk County Council. There was a dispute in a 
parish in Norfolk as to a right of way through some woods, and 
the owners of the land erected an obstruction across the path in 
question. ~This obstruction was pulled down by two men, who 


apparently acted under the instructions of the parish council. 
he landowners thereupon commenced an action against these 
men in the Chancery Division, claiming an injunction and a 
declaration that there was no public right of way as claimed. 
® parish council then applied to thé district council to bear 
the cost of defending the action, but the district council refused 
to give the defendants any aid. The parish council then applied 
to the county council, which passed a resolution to contribute to 
the cost of the defence. A rule nisi was then granted by the 
igh Court for a certiorari to bring up the resolution and 
quash it as being ultra vires; and the question now came on for 
argument as to the power of the county council to act as pro- 
- The question seems to depend on certain sections of 

the Local Government Acts, 1888 and 1894. By section 15 
of the first-mentioned Act a county council has power to 
prosecute or defend any legal proceedings necessary for the 
Promotion or protection of the interests of the inhabitants of the 
County. In this case, however, no proceedings were taken to 
which the council were parties, and it is at least doubtful 





whether the payment of the costs of private individuals who are 
defendants can be covered by the words authorizing the council 
to defend legal proceedings. By sub-section 1, however, of 
Section 26 of the Act of 1894 it is provided that ‘it shall be 
the duty of every district council to protect all public 
rights of way, and to prevent, as far as possible, the 
stopping and obstruction of any such right of way,” wherever 
the stoppage or obstruction is likely to be prejudicial to the 
interests of their district. And sub-section 3 gives the district 
council, in order to carry out the duty, power to “‘ institute or 
defend any legal proceedings and generally take such steps as 
they deem expedient.” These last words seem to give the 
district council very wide powers, and even if contribution to 
the costs of private defendants is not included in defending legal 
proceedings, it would seem to be included in their power to take 
such steps as they deem expedient.. Supposing their own 
officer were sued as an individual for an act he performed 
as such officer, it can hardly be argued that the council 
could not take the defence upon themselves. It is only a short 
step from that position to the position of the defendants in the 
case in question. The district council, however, refused to do 
anything in this matter. But sub-section 4 of the last-mentioned 
section provides for this case, and enacts that when a district 
council refuses to act upon the representation of a parish council 
as to an obstruction toa right of way, the parish council may 
petition the county council, and if the county council so resolve, 
all the powers and duties of the district council under this section 
are transferred to the county council. This was what happened 
in this case, and the High Court decided that the county council 
was not acting u/tra vires in passing the resolution in question. 
In fact it is hard to see how else they could carry out the duty 
to protect the threatened right of way. The question, however, 
cannot be said to be quite free from doubt. Sub-section 2 of 
section 26 expressly empowers the council to “aid persons in 
maintaining rights of common,” but there is nothing in the Act 
as to. aiding persons in maintaining rights of way. Again, 
where a council directly defends an action, the costs have to be 
allowed by the Local Government Board; but if a council is 
merely aiding an individual in his defence, they have no power 
over the costs, and are, to some extent, leaping in the dark. 
However, to support defendants in an action of this sort out of 
the public purse seems the only way to protect public rights 
which are threatened. 





AN ESTEEMED correspondent calls our attention to the case of 
Gibbs v. Messer (1891, A. O. 248), which revealed a serious 
defect in the system of insurance of registered titles in operation 
in Victoria, and he suggests that precautions should be taken to 
prevent a similar failure from occurring here. That case, 
upon which we commented in detail at the time (35 Soxrorrors’ 
JouRNAL, 291), was substantially as follows: A., a married 
woman, who was the registered proprietor of certain lands in 
Victoria, came to this country, leaving with her husband the 
certificates of title and a duly executed power of attorney 
authorizing him to dispose of the lands. Subsequently the 
husband also came to this country and left the documents with 
a solicitor, OC. ©. invented a person, Huen Cameron, and by 
means of a forged transfer, made in pursuance of the power of 
attorney, got Cameron registered as proprietor of the land in 
place of A. Having thus obtained for Cameron official recogni- 
tion, he had no difficulty in turning him to profitable account. 
He arranged with D. to make an advance of £3,000 to Camzron 
on mortgage of the land, and in due course the money was paid 
and a mortgage purporting to be by Cameron was registered. 
Then the solicitor disappeared, and on the return of A. to 
the colony a triangular duel went on between her, and the 
registrar as guardian of the insurance fund, and D. Since 
Camzron had no independent existence, the Colonial courts 
identified him with the solicitor. There was thus an actual 
person registered as proprietor under the name of CamMERon 
and an actual mortgage Sen him, and the title obtained by 
fraud was on to a bond fide purchaser. Under the 
Victorian Transfer of Land Statute the mortgagee under such 
circumstances was protected, the ow, to redeem him a 
provided from the insurance fund. ut the Privy Coun 
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rejected this identification of Camzron and the solici‘or, with the 
result that the mortgage © @ mere forgery passing no 
estate, and the ee consequently had no interest which the 
court could regard. “ Although,” it was said, ‘‘a forged transfer 
or mortgage which is void at common law will, when duly 
entered on the register, become the root of a valid title in a bond 
fide b gemrny by force of the statute, there is no enactment 
which makes indefeasible the registered right of the transferee 
or mortgagee under a null deed.” In other words, the onus of 
ascertaining that the mortgage deed was genuine was imposed 
on the mortgagee, notwithstanding that the fraud upon him 
was made ible by the previous acceptance of the apparent 


mortgagor by the registrar as an existing person. 





In consmpERrne whether the result in Gibbs v. Messer is likely 
to be repeated under the system of registration here, it is 
necessary to observe that the provisions of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, with regard to insurance are not identical with those 
of the Victorian statute. Where an entry has been made in the 
register in pursuance of fraud or mistake, so that land of which 
X. was the registered proprietor is transferred to or incumbered 
in favour of Y., there is, as a rule, a case for rectification of the 
register whereby X. is restored to his rights, and compensation 
is made to Y. out of the insurance fund. By section 7 (2) of the 
Act of 1897 it is provided that where a registered disposition 
would, if unregistered, be absolutely void, the register shall be 
rectified, and the person suffering loss shall entitled to 
indemnity. In Gibbs v. Messer the oe was a registered 
disposition which, if unregistered, would have been absolutely 
void ; hence this sub-section seems to give to the mortgagee in 
such a case, who finds himself displaced by the rectification of 
the register, an express right to indemnity. And this view is 
supported by the more general provision of sub-section 4, that 
where the register is rectified under the principal Act (‘.c., the Act 
of 1875)—which seems to include a case where the rectification is 
made under the principal Act by virtue of the extended powers of 
rectification conferred by the Act of 1897—‘' by reason of fraud 
or mistake which has occurred in a registered disposition for 
valuable consideration, and which the grantee was not aware 
of, and could not by the exercise of reasonable care have 
discovered, the person suffering loss by the rectification shall 
likewise be entitled to indemnity under this section.” It can 
hardly be said that a mortgagee who transacts business in the 

way through the solicitor acting for the alleged 
mortgagor is lacking in reasonable care because he does not call 
on the solicitor to produce his client, and the sub-section seems 
to cover the circumstances which occurred in the Australian case. 
In Messrs. Buickparz and Suztpon’s book on the Land 
Transfer Acts (p. 289) it is treated as excluding Gibbs v. Messer. 
That the point, however, is not free from doubt is shewn by 
the intimation by Messrs. Cuzrry and Maricotp (Land Transfer 
Acts, p. 170) that the principle laid down in Gibbs v. Messer, 
that the duty of verifying the identity of a person claiming to 
transfer as registered proprietor is on the transferee, applies to 
the om 8 Acts, and that in cases of suspicion the execution 
of the deed by the transferor should be attested by a person 
appointed by the transferee under section 8 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881. But cases of fraud are rarely suspicious in 
the first instance, and what is required is that a purchaser 
taking a title under the protection of the register should be 
safe. It is very desirable, as our correspondent suggests, that 
this should be made clear. 





In THE casz of Rex v. Roberts on the 17th inst., Lord 
ALVERSTONE, O.J., and Lawrance, J., decided a point of con- 
siderable importance to county councils as the local authorities 
under the Weights and Measures Acts. The Local Government 
Board auditor in auditing the accounts of an inspector of 


a. and measures for the county of Buckingham had 
surcharged a sum representing the amount which would have 
been received by him if he had taken the fees for verifica- 
tion and stamping of weights and measures authorized 
to be charged by 


section 13 of the Weights and 





considered that the payment vf these fees was harassing 
to small tradesmen, and hed ordered the inspector not to exact 
them. The question was whether they had power to make 
such an order. Before 1889 the taking of fees for these pur- 
oses was regulated by section 47 of the Weights and Measures 
1878, which authorizes ‘in rs to take such fees (not 
exceeding the amounts prescri by the statute) as the local 
authority may fix. This section is repealed by the Act of 1889. 
Section 13 of that Act provides that an inspector “may” 
take in respect of the above matters “the fees speci 

in the first schedule to this Act and no others, and no 
discount shall be allowed,” and requires the inspector to 
account to the local authority for the fees so taken. It ie, there- 
fore, clear that under the later Act the county council lost the 
power which they possessed under the Act of 1878 of lowering 
the maximum fees prescribed by the Legislature. The question 
whether they are bound to exact any fees at all admits of some 
doubt, the language of section 13 as to taking fees being per- 
missive. The court, however, held, with some reluctance, that 
the local authority has no discretion to say whether fees shall or 
shall not be taken, and that the auditor was right in making 
the surcharge. The result of this legislation appears to be 
somewhat unfortunate; some discretion in the matter might 
well have been left to the local authority. 





Ir 1s ANNouNCED that a Bill will shortly be introduced in the 
House of Commons making it lawful for all dealers to sell 
poieons and poisonous compounds which are intended to be 
employed foragricultural or other trade purposes as distinguished 
from purposes connected with pharmacy. This will remedy an 
evil which has been previously commented upon in these columan 
in connection with the recent case of Pharmaceutical Society 
v. White, which was affirmed in the Court of Appeal 
(ante, p. 293). The Pharmacy Act, 1868, was never 
intended to hamper the trade in this class of poisons and 
to confer upon pharmacists a monopoly in respect of them. 
Under proper restrictions relating to registration, &c.—such are 
pro by the Bill—there can be no reason why the sale of 
such articles should not be thrown open to a large class of 
persons, such as seedsmen, florists, oil and colourmen, &c., who 
are at present prohibited from such sale on pain of — 
the risk of a prosecution at the instance of the Pharmaceuti 
Society. It is true the sale in the recent case by Wuirz as 4 
mere agent for the manufacturing chemists was held not to be 
a contravention of the Act. But the Court of Appeal refused to 
interfere solely on the ground that there was some evidence on 
which the county court judge could find that Wurre was not ia 
fact the seller. The loophole was a narrow one and another 
seller might, on facts very similar, be convic‘ed. Under these 
circumstances legislation putting the matter upoa a broader 
basis would be welcome. 








ADMINISTRATION BONDS. 


Tux prciston of the Court of Appeal in Ae Belham, Richards v. 
Yates (ante, p. 424; W. N. 1901, p. 80), forms the last chapter 
in a rather curious story, which deserves attention, although it 
is not likely to be repeated. If we turn to Jn the @ of 
Brackenbury (2 P, D. 272 (June, 1877) ), we shall fiad than one 
Brackensvry had died insolvent appointing his wife executrix, 
but that she had renounced probate, and thereupon administra- 
tion to his estate had been granted in the usual form to 4 
cteditor named ALLEN, without any opposition on the part 
of any other creditor. Aten then claimed to retain & 
debt due to himself in priority to the other creditors, and 
thereby swallowed up nearly all of the testator’s assets. 
Another creditor then applied to the court to order AuLEn t0 
give a bond conditioned to administer the estate rateably, or %# 
revoke the administration if he refused to do so. It was 
admitted by ALLEN’s counsel that, if this application had been 
made in the first instance, the court, according to its ordinary 
practice, would have refused to grant the administration 
Axxew unless he gave such a bond; but it was submitted thet, 





Measures Act, 1889. 


The county council appear to have 








the grant having been once made, could not afterwards be 
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ified or revoked. This argument was held to prevail, but 

judge, Sir J. Hawven, added, “ The creditor, against whom 
L decide this case, may have the satisfaction of knowing that, by 
reason of the facts brought to my. attention by him, I shall for 
the future not grant administration to a itor (whether the 
other creditors are present or not to make objection) unless he 
consents to pay all debts pro rata if so required by the court.” 

With respect to the practice here alluded to, we fancy that it 
dates back to the commencement of the Probate Act of 1857 
(20 & 21 Viet. c. 77)... The 78rd section of that Act gives the 
court general sed to grant administration to any person 
whenever it shall appear to. be or convenient by 
reason of the insolvency of the estate of the deceased or other 

ial circumstances ; and the 81st section prescribes that the 
uialotraler shall give a bond conditioned for duly collecting, 
getting in, and administering the estate of the deceased 
in such form as the judge shall from time to time by any general 
or special order direct. We do not find, however, any order 
ibing the use of a bond conditioned for a rateable distri- 
Setion ; but we can quite believe that on the first occasion 
on which a creditor applied for administration of an insolvent 
estate it was opposed by some other creditor on the ground 
that it would Pp ace the administering creditor in a position to 
prefer his own debt, and that the result was that a bond was 
pared with a condition requiring a rateable distribution. 

e find a form of such a bond in the earliest edition of Coote 
end Tristram’s Probate Practice which has been preserved in 
any of our legal libraries—namely, in the third edition, published 
in 1860; and we read on p. 77 of that book, “To secure the 
general body of creditors, when the estate is insufficient, the 
administrator may be compelled to enter into a bond with 
two sureties to pay pro rata to each one his debt, according to 
its degree.” The form given expresses that the condition of the 
bond is that if the administrator “‘do pay and satisfy all and 
singular the just debts of the said deceased in a due course of 
administration rateably and proportionably and according to the 
priority required by law, and not unduly ing his own debt 
or the debts of any other of the creditors of the said deceased by 
reason of his being administrator as aforesaid, so far as the 
personal estate and effects of the said deceased which shall come 
to or be remaining in the hands of the said (administrator) will 
thereto extend, then this obligation to be void,” &c. 

Some slight variations in the wording of this bond appear to 
have been made from time to time, but the form was substan- 
tially the same at the date of the decision Jn the Goods of 
Brackenbury, in 1877, which has been mentioned above, and 
thereafter it was required in the case of all grants of adminis- 
tration to creditors, whether opposed by other creditors or not. 
It was clearly instituted for the purpose of preventing a creditor- 
administrator from exercising the rights of retainer and prefer- 
ence, which both an executor and an ordinary administrator were 
entitled to exercise ; it was extended after Brackenbury’s case to all 
grants of administration to creditors in order to prevent the 
smart trick which had there been played, and it was represented 
in text-books and generally believed in the profession to have 
the effect intended. 

Matters remained in the position above-mentioned for some 
forty years, at the end of which time some one was bold 
aan to challenge the efficacy of the bond in question 
to fulfil the object intended. This led to the decision in 
Davies v. Parry (1899, 1 Oh. 602). There administration 
& bonis non bad been granted to a creditor, and a bond 
had been taken in the usual form, conditioned to be void if the 
administrator ‘do well and truly administer according to law— 
that is to say, do pay all and singular the debts which he (the 
intestate) did owe at his decease in a due course of administra- 
tion rateably and proportionably and according to the priority 
required by law, and not unduly preferring his own debt 
or the debts of any other of the creditors of the deceased 
by reason of being an administrator as aforesaid.” The case 
was argued before Mr. Justice Romer, who expressed his 
reluctance to allow the claim of retainer, which he personally 
felt to be unjust, but nevertheless he did not see how he could 
refuse to allow it. He thought that, as the law gave an 


decision was given by Mr. Justice Romer on the 10th of 
December, 1898, but the case was re- before him on another 
point on the 8rd and 4th of February, 1899, without altering the 
result; and, ten months later, Sir F. Jeune announced, on the 19th 
of December, 1899, that on and after the Ist of January, 1900, the 
form of bond required from a creditor-administrator would be 
altered by substituting the word “however” for ‘‘ unduly.” 
The President, in announcing this alteration, mentioned that it 
was understood that the old form prevented an administrator 
from preferring himself, but he recogaized the rectitude of Mr, 
Justice Romer’s decision to the contrary: 44 Soricrrors’ Jovurwat, 
p- 128; W. N. 1899, p. 262. ; 

In the meantime, the decision in Davies v. Parry very 
naturally bad the effect of awakening other credit r-adminis- 
trators, who had given bonds in the usual form, to the fact that 
they were entitled to retain their own debts in priority to all 
others of equal degree; and such a claim was raised in 
the administration of the estate of one Beruam. We are 
told that thereupon another creditor applied to the 
Probate Division to revoke the grant administration 
or to strike out the word “unduly” from the bond, 
The motion was made before Mr. Justice Barnes, and 
failed, like the similar application Jn the Goods of Brackenbury, 
but Mr. Justice Banngs appears to have expressed his dissent 
from the decision in Davies v. Parry: see ante, p. 424; W.N. 
1901, pp. 80, 81. The question of the right of Bztuam’s 
administrator to retain then came before Mr. Justice Joyoz, who 
followed the decision in Davies v. Parry, and Mr. Justice Joyor’s 
decision has now been affirmed by the Court of Appeal: Re 
Betham, Richardes v. Yates (ante, p. 424; W. N. 1901, p. 80). We 
notice that the Court of Appeal even dismissed the yw 
with costs, which appears to be rather severe under all the 








ACKNOWLEDGMENTS OF SIMPLE CONTRACT 
DEBTS. 


Tue statute 21 Jac. 1,c 16, or, as it is now called, the Limitation 
Act, 1623, contains, it is well known, no provision for keeping a 
claim alive by acknowledgment such as is contained in other 
Statutes of Limitation—in the Real Property 1833 and 
1874, and in the Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (3 & 4 Will. 4, o. 
42); but to allow claims to be barred in the face of express 
recognition of them is so contrary to elementary justice that it 
was felt necessary to remedy the omission by judge-made law. 
The principle upon which this could be done was for a long 
time a matter of discussion, and opinions from time to time 
varied whether a mere acknowledgment of the claim was 
sufficient, or whether the acknowledgment must include a 
promise to pay. At length, in 1827, the doubt was set at rest 
by the leading case of Zanner v. Smert (6 B. & C. 603), and it 
has never since been doubted that the acknowledgment to be 
a must be accompanied by a promise to pay, express or 
im \ 

he reason for this decision is sufficiently plain. To allow 
efficacy to a mere admission of the debt might have been fairer, 
and in some cases this was done, the justification alleged bei 
that the statute was founded on presumption of payment, an 
that whatever repelled that umption was an answer to it. 
But the statute itself says nothing about any such presumption, 
and to get over the ision that the action was barred 
at the expiration of six years it was necessary to discover a new 
cause of action within the six years. This new cause of action 
was found in the promise to pay, and though, if the promise 
was between the same parties as those to the original contraet, 
it was not necessary to set it out in the declaration, yet for 
the purpose of deciding on the effect of the statute the new 
promise was considered to be in in the declaration, 
and in order that the ——e might be successful the new 
promise which it contained to d with the original 
contract alleged in the declaration. ‘The only principle,” 
said Lord Texterpen, O0.J., in Zanner v. Smart (supra), “‘ upon 
which [the acknowledgment] can be held to be an answer 
to the statute is this, that an acknowledgment is evidence of a 
new promise, and, as such, constitutes a new cause of action, 





administrator a right to retain a debt due to himself, he could 
Rot be said to he acting wnduly in exercising the right. This 
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states. Upon this principle, whenever the acknowledgment 
supports any of the promises in the declaration, the plaintiff 
succeeds; when it does not support them (though it may shew 
clearly that the debt has never been paid, but is still a subsisting 
debt), the plaintiff fails.” 

From this rule, that to make an acknowledgment of a simple 
contract debt effectual to exclude the statute it must contain a 

romise to pay, there has been no deviation since the decision 
in Tanner v. Smart, and though the subsequent reports are full 
of cases on the subject yet they all assume the correctness 
of that authority. The rule, however, is subject to the 
important qualification that the promise need neither be express 
nor need it be absolute. A promise implied from the acknow- 
ledgment is sufficient, and from a mere acknowledgment a promise 
to pay will be implied. On the other hand, this result will be 
prevented if any expressions are added which are inconsistent 
with a promise. “‘ Upon a general acknowledgment,” said Lord 
TENTERDEN in Zanner v. Smart, ‘“‘where nothing is said to 
prevent it, a general promise to pay may, and ought to be, 
implied ; but where the party guards his acknowledgment, and 
accompanies it with an express declaration to prevent any such 
implication, why shall not the rule expressum facit cessare tacitum 
apply?” . So again the promise need not be an absolute promise 
to pay forthwith or on request. It may be conditional upon the 
happening of a specified event, as the defendant’s obtaining 
means to pay; or it may be a promise to pay after a certain 
period. In such cases there is no cause of action on the new 
promise until the event has happened or the period has elapsed, 
and payment has not been made, and till the conditional promise 
is thus turned into an immediate absolute promise the statute 
does not begin to run afresh. 

The principles above laid down have been frequently re- 
stated since Zanner v. Smart, one passage to which special weight 
has been attached being the following very lucid exposition by 
Wieram, V.C., in Philips v. Philips (3 Hare, at p. 299): ‘*The 
legal effect of an acknowledgment of a debt barred by the 
Statute of Limitations is that of a promise to pay the old debt, 
and for this purpose the old debt is a consideration inlaw. In 
that sense, and for that purpose, the old debt may be said to be 
revived. It is revived as a consideration for the new promise. 
But the new promise, and not the old debt, is the measure of 
the creditor’s right. If the debtor simply acknowledges the 
old debt, the law implies from that acknowledgment a promise 
to pay it; for which promise the old debt is a sufficient con- 
sideration. But if the debtor promises to pay the old debt when 
he is able, or by instalments, or in two years, or out of a par- 
ticular fund, the creditor can claim nothing more than the 
promise gives him.” Here, then, we have it clearly laid down 
that the cause of action is the breach of the new promise, and that 
the old debt is only important as furnishing the consideration for 
the new promise. Reference may also be made to a well-known 
passage from the judgment of Mztuisu, L.J., in Mitchell’s Claim 
(6 Ch., at p. 828), where the various modes in which the new 
promise may arise were stated: “There must be one of these 
three things to take the case out of the statute: Either there 
must be an acknowledgment of the debt from which a promise 
to pay is to be implied; or, secondly, there must be an uncon- 
ditional promise to pay the debt; or, thirdly, there must be a 
conditional promise to pay the debt and evidence that the 
condition has been performed.” Concise and useful statements 
of the rule will also be found in the judgments of Onanwett, 
B., in Lee v. Wilmot (L. R. 1 Ex., at p. 367), of Bramwewt, L.J., 
in Meyerhof v. Froehlich (4 0. P. D., at p. 65), and of Corron, 
L.J., in Green v. Humphreys (26 Ch. D., at p. 478). The 


result is that, where reliance is placed upon an acknowledg- | 


ment as implying a promise to pay, it is essential that 
there shall be no words accompanying the acknowledgment 
which are inconsistent with such a promise; and that, if the 
— is conditional, it must be shewn that the condition has 
nm performed. “A mere acknowledgment,” said BraMwELL, 
L.J., in Meyorhoff v. Froehlich, “ will be insufficient, if the debtor 
states either that he will not pay, or that he will pay only upon 
s condition which remains unfulfilled, or at a time which has 
not elapsed.” 
The main difficulty of the subject is to ascertain whether any 





principles, and the infinite variety of expressions employed 
dobtors in warding off applications for payment accounts for the 
numerous decisions to be found in the reports. But before 
referring further to these, attention may be directed to certain 
matters touching the .mode in which the acknowledgment 
must be given. Before the Statute of Frauds Amendment 
Act, 1828, commonly known as Lord Tenrerpen’s Act, an 
acknowledgment might have been verbal, but by that Act an 
acknowledgment or promise by words only is not sufficient to 
take a debt out of the statute “‘ unless such acknowledgment or 
promise shall be made or contained by or in some writing to be 
signed by the party chargeable thereby,” or (under the Mercan- 
tile Law Amendment Act, 1856) by his agent. It has been 
held that no special significance attaches to the separate mention 
of “acknowledgment” and “ promise” (Sidwell v. Mason, 
2H. & N., at p. $10), and that the statute does not alter the legal 
construction of acknowledgments, but only requires a different 
mode of proof: Haydon v. Williams (7 Bing. 163). Moreover, it 
is by no means necessary that the written acknowledgment 
should contain all the details necessary to establish the claim, 
and for various purposes parol evidence is admissible. 
It is admissible, for instance, to shew the date of the 
acknowledgment (Hdmunds v. Downes, 2 Or. & M. 459), 
and where the debt is not identified by the writing, it 
is admissible for the purpose of shewing to what debt 
reference is made (Spickernell v. Hotham, Kay 669); and it 
is admissible to connect two letters which together constitute 
an acknowledgment: McGuffe v. Burleigh (78 L. T. 264). It is 
also well settled that the acknowledgment need not refer to any 
ascertained sum as being due, and the amount may be left 
uncertain. ‘‘It must be considered,” said Atprrsoy, B., in 
Cheslyn v. Dalby (4 Y. & C. Ex., at p. 241), ‘‘ as fully established 
that a general promise in writing to pay, not specifying any 
amount, but which can be made certain as to the amount by 
extrinsic evidence, is sufficient to take the case out of the opers- 
tion of the Statute of Limitations.’”’ It follows, however, from 
the rule that the acknowledgment imports a promise, that it is 
ineffectual unless made to the creditor or his agent: Stamford, 
&c., Banking Co. v. Smith (40 W. R. 355; 1892, 1 Q. B. 
765). 

Rishi now to the cases which have been decided on the 
effect of particular words, it will be found that, while some are 
on the border line, most can be readily tested by the rules 
givenabove. Thus, as already stated, from an unqualified acknow- 
ledgment that the debt is due a promise to pay will be implied, 
and this result therefore follows where the debtor enters the 
debt as due by him by way of set off in an account presented by 
him (Waller v. Lacey, 1 Scott N. R. 186), or admits that it should 
be credited in account (Zvans v. Simon, 9 Ex. 282), or puts his 
name with a fresh date to an old promissory note (Bourdin v. 
Greenwood, 13 Eq. 281), or recites the debt in a deed which 
provides for the ascertainment of the amount by arbitration 
(Cheslyn v. Dalby, 4 Y. & O. Ex. 238), or expressly assumes 
liability, as by writing, “‘I own myself answerable for this 
debt” (Spickernell v. Hotham, Kay 669). It is easy to deal 
also with cases where a debtor asks for his account to be sent 
in. The natural inference is that he wants it for the purpose of 
settling it, and a promise to this effect is implied: Quincey ¥. 
Sharpe (1 Ex. D. 72), Curwen v. Milburn (42 Oh. D, 424). The 
case is still stronger when the debtor asks for further 
explanation of an account received, saying it is his wish 
to settle it immediately (Sidwell v. Mason, 2 H. & N. 306), 
or that he will send a cheque on ascertaining the amount 
due: Skeet v. Lindsay (2 Ex. D, 314). And it is enough that the 
debtor expresses his readiness to pay if it can be proved that 
any money is due (Holmes v. Smith, 8 In, O. L. R. 424; Leland 
v. Murphy, 16 Ir. Ch. Rep. 500), unless he intimates doubt 88 
to the justice of the claim: Spong v. Wright (9 M. & W. 629). 
But a mere expression of readiuess to gv into an account is not 
sufficient, as this may be for the purpose of shewing that 
nothing is owing: Crawford v. Crawford (Ir. R. 2 Eq. 166). 
Nor is a mere reference to a claim suffisient if it is accompanl 
by a denial of liability: Brigstock'v. Smith (1 Or. & M. 488). 
An assertion that a debt is paid is not turned into an acknow- 


| ledgment by adding that, if not, ‘‘it is very fit it should be” 
form of words brings 4 case within the above! (Poynder v. Blysk, 5 Dowl. P.O. 570); and, where the debtor 
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professes ignorance of the debt, he does not acknowledge it by 
saying he is annoyed that it is so long unsettled: Collinson v. 
Margesson (27 L. J. Ex. 305). It the debtor alleges that the 
caim against. him is subject to deductions which will wipe it 
out, there is, of course, no acknowledgment (Mitchell's Claim, 
6 Ch. 822); and it is the same if the letter containing the 
alleged acknowledgment is written without prejudice: Cory v. 
Bretton (4 C. & P. 462). Buta request for time usually implies 
a promise to pay. ‘‘ Let matters remain as they are for a short 
time, and all will be right,” was sufficient to exclude the statute 
in Collis v. Stack (1 H. & N. 605). 

A written admission of a debt may be accompanied by expres- 
sions which exclude the implication of a promise to pay it, and 
then there is no effectual acknowledgment. The simplest case 
is where the debtor intimates that he refuses to pay (Briggs v. 
Wilson, 5 D. M. & G. 12, per Turner, L.J.; Linsell v. Bonsor, 
2 Bing. N. ©. 241); or that he must be left to settle his affairs 
without legal compulsion (Fearn v. Lewis, 6 Bing. 349; Cassidy 
y. Firman, Ir. R. 1 0. L. 8; Mowbray v. Appleby, 80 L. T. 805) ; 
and no personal promise to pay is implied when the debtor 
charges certain property with the payment of the debt (Martin 
v. Knowles, 1 Nev. & M. 421); or suggests that the creditor 
shall collect debts and pay himself out of them ( Routledge v. 
Ramsey, 8 A. & E, 221); or refers the creditor to a trustee for 
payment (Whippy v. Hillary, 3 B. & Ad. 399); or offers that 
he shall select certain goods and take them in discharge of the 
debt (Cawley v. Furnell, 20 L. J.0. P. 197) ; or only offers pay- 
ment in a particular way, as by set off: Cripps v. Davis (12 
M. & W. 159). 

‘And though an admission may not in terms exclude the idea 
ofa promise to pay, yet such promise will not be implied if it 
was obviously made for some other purpose: Cockrill v. Sparkes 
(1 H. & C. 699), Re Wolmershausen (62 L. T. 541). Sometimes 
apromise has been implied where the debtor merely expressed a 
wish to pay the debt ( Gardner v. M’ Mahon, 3 Q. B. 561; “ Your 
account is quite correct, and O! that I were going to enclose the 
amount,” Dodson v. Mackey, 8 A, & E. 225 n.); or hoped that 
everything would be arranged (Edmunds v. Goater, 15 Beav. 
415), or said that he would try to pay a little at a time (Lee v. 
Wilmot, L. R. 1 Ex. 164), or that he was expecting money 
without fail in a month and would then try to settle: Pryke v. 
Hill (79 L. T. 738), But too much reliance must not be placed 
on such cases, and in general the expression of a hope that the 
debt will be paid is not a promise to pay it: Smith v. Thorne 
(18 Q. B. 134), Rackham v. Marriott (2H. & N. 196). If the 
debtor admits the debt, but reserves the question of settlement 
(Morrell v. Frith, 3 M. & W. 402), or says he would immediately 
pay if in funds (Richardson v. Barry, 29 Beav. 22), there is no 
promise to pay; and a statement that by a certain date the debt 
will have been paid was under the circumstances of the case held 
to be ineffectual for the implying of a promise: Green v. 
Humphreys (26 Ch. D. 474). 

An express absolute promise to pay of course excludes the 
statute ; an undertaking, for instance, to pay costs found due on 
taxation (Archer v. Leonard, 15 Ir. Ch. R. 267) ; or @ promise to 
pay a certain proportion of a joint'debt: Lechmere v. Fletcher 
(1 Or. &M. 623). And a promise to pay as soon as the debtor’s 
affairs were arranged has been held to be a promise to pay after 
a reasonable time: Chasemore v. Turner (L. R. 10Q. B. 500). 
But where the creditor rejected an offer to pay in a proposed 
manner, the statute was not excluded : Buckmaster v. Russell (10 
0. B. N. 8. 745). Express promises to pay, however, are 
more usually coupled with a condition, and then they do not 
operate to revive the remedy for the debt unless evidence is forth- 
coming of the fulfilment of the condition. Cases of this kind 
&re uumerous. Where, for instance, the acknowledgment 
ran, “‘I cannot pay the debt at present, but I will pay it as 
800n as I can,” no action lay on this new promise without proof of 


Meyerhoff v. Froehlich (4 O. P. D. 63). In the former case the 
property had been sold and the new promise was absolute; in 
the latter, no proof of substantial improvement in position was 
given, and the statute, therefore, was not excluded. And where 
a surety promises to make up the principal debtor’s deficiency, 
the promise is absolute so soon as the deficiency 
is ascertained : Humphreys v. Jones (14 M. & W. 1), Fisk v. 
Mitchell (24 L. T. 272). The foregoing classification appears 
to shew how the decided cases fall under the classes 
referred to in Tanner v. Smart and Mitchell's Claim, 
and possibly it may be found useful. But the matter is 
especially one to be determined on the particular words of the 
document in question, and it is usually necessary to test a 
new case by reference to principle rather than by seeking to 
rely on any individual precedent. 








REVIEWS. 
LANDLORD AND TENANT. 


THE RELATIONSHIP OF LANDLORD AND TENANT. By Epcar Foa, 
Barrister-at-Law. THIRD EprrTion. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited) ; Wateriow & Sons (Limited). 


We are glad to have the opportunity of welcoming a third edition 
of Mr. Foa’s work on Landlord and Tenant. The book shews how 
rapidly a well-written, full, and accurate work can gain the confi- 
dence of the profession, notwithstanding that the subject of which it 
treats is already covered by treatises of established reputation. The 
first edition was published just ten ago, and the second in 
1895. Since the latter date the reported decisions have been very 
numerous, and in the present edition these have been carefully 
incorporated, and on many points the text has been either rewritten 
or amplified. This is especially noticeable in the section dealing 
with covenants for payment of rates and taxes. Every lawyer 
is aware of the trouble to which such covenants give rise, and 
how difficult it is to extract any certain principles from the numerous 
decisions. There is too often an attempt on the part of the landlord 
to turn the covenant into one of indemnity in his favour against all 
burdens on the premises except such as he is expressly compelled by 
statute to discharge himrelf—the property tax, for instance—while 
the tenant nat y objects to bearing the cost of rates levied for the 
permanent improvement of the premises. In this state of things tne 
courts have properly enough construed the covenant, where possible, 
as imposing on the tenant only rates and assessments of a recurring 
nature. But the very wide words commonly used, such as “‘ out- 

oings ’’ or ‘‘duties,”’ frequently make this result impossible, and Mr. 

‘oa specially comments on the recent cases of Brett y. Rogers (1897, 
1 Q. B, 525), Antil v. Godwin (15 Times L. R. 462), and Farlow v. 
Stevenson (1900, 1 Ch. 128), which have been decided in favour of the 
landlord. In bis view they shew a departure from former rules of con- 
struction, attaching undue importance to the general words used to 
describe the assessments, and too little to the words indicating their 
incidence—whether, that is, the covenant extends only to assessments 
for which the tenant is primarily liable, or also to those imposed on the 
lessor. Mr. Foa supports his view by an exhaustive examination of 
all the cases, but we doubt whether what he calls a departure from 
general principles is altogether to be d The decisions 
referred to may have overlooked certain subtleties as to incidence of 
taxation, but if they supply a readier teat for construing other similar 
covenants, their tendency would seem to be in the right direction. 

As another instance of Mr. Foa’s careful +xamination of the 
authorities we may refer to the discussion on the presert effect of a 
lease which by virtue of the Real Property Act, 1845, is “‘ void at 
law” for want of being under seal, and he points out that ia all cases 
where specific performance can be obtained 1t is sufficient for practical 
purposes that the lease holds in equity as an agreement, 
the statute being thus in e ‘repealed. It is interesting 
to note, as Mr. Foa does, Lord Mansfield’s attempt in 
Weakley v. Bucknell (Cowp. 473) to anticipate the provision of the 
Judicature Acts by holding that a right in equity to specific 
performance was a defence to ejectment. Upon the above topics, and 





upon the matters generally with which he deals, Mr. Foa’s treat- 


ability: Zunner v. Smart (6 B. & O. 603), Re Bethell (34 Oh, D, | ment is minute and exhaustive without a of lucidity. The 


, 561). In Hammond vy. Smith (38 Beav. 452) evidence of ability | chief statutory change which he has 
Similarly where the debt was to be paid when | 
certain mortgage money due to the debtor was received, the | 


was given. 


statute ran from the date of such receipt, and not before: 
Maunsell y. Hedges (2 Ir. 0. L, BR. 88). In other cases the debt 
was to be paid on sale of certain property (Duke of Buccleugh v. 
Hien, 61 L. T..360), or when the debtor’s position improved : 





to notice is in the new 
procedure in agricultural compensation cases introduced by the 
Agricultural Holdings Act of last year, and several pages are devoted 
to explaining the steps which must now be in claimi 
compensation. The alterations in the book have increased its 

by some hundred . It is safe to predict that it will hold its 
position as a 8 text-book characterized by remarkable industry 
and accuracy. 
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BANKRUPTCY. 
Gipson AND WELDON’s STUDENT'S BANKRUPTCY: INTENDED AS AN 
LANATORY TREATISE ON THE LAW AND PRACTICE OF BANK- 
RUPTOY, PREPARED SPECIALLY FOR THE USE OF STUDENTS, AND 
MORE PARTICULARLY FOR THE USE oF STUDENTS FOR THE 


Fryat (Pass) anD Honours Examinations oF THE Law] 


Socrsry. Fourrn Eprtion. By ArTHuR WELDON and H. 
Grsson Rrivyineton, B.A. The ‘‘ Law Notes” Publishiog Offices. 


This book opens with a very good sketch of the successive 
bankruptcy systems which have been tried in this country, and points 
out the difficulties which have been experienced in securin g the 
diverse objects which bavkruptcy is meant to attain. Sc far as 
administration goes, both official m eot of the bankruptcy and 
mavagement by the creditors themselves have their drawbacks, 
and the authors describe the system of the Act of 1883 as 
‘on the whole a judicious blending of the two systems, where the 
mavagement is not entirely taken out of the hands of the creditors, 
and yet where they or their repre-entative, the trustee, are subject to 
the control of certain officials of the Board of Trade.” But whatever 
may be the merits or demerits of the present administration of the 
law of bankruptcy, that law presents a mass of detail which is here 
set out for the student in orderly arrangement gs by numerous 
references to reported cases and to statutes. e have a difficulty in 
understanding how such an array of cases can be of use to a student, 
whose attention is far better directed to the few leading cases which 
it is really possible to master, and the text in general seems to be 
somewhat overloaded with detail. Probably it could be improved 
by making it more really explanatory and relegating sections of 
statates to an appendix. However, in regard to the requirements of 
students we are ready 10 defer to the editors, and the book appears to 
contain a corr: ct, as well as full statement, of the law. 





VENDORS AND PURCHASERS. 


SEABORNE’s VENDORS AND PURCHASERS: BEING A CONCISE MANUAL 
OF THE LAW RELATING TO VENDORS AND PURCHASERS OF REAL 
Propgerty. By W. Arnoztp Jorty, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Firtu Eprrion. Butterworth & Co. 

The subject of the sale of real property is treated in detail in the 
authoritative works which are well knowa to the profession. The 
present volume aims at a lees pret+ntious, but not less useful, 
object. The law on the subject is concisely stated in clear 

ard under numerous distinctly marked hesdings, the 
whole being contained in a convenient-sized book of under 

400 pager. By a rearrangement, to which Mr. Jolly refers 

in his , the work has been recast so as to commence 

the subject with the contract of sale, and a considerable 
portion of what remained of Mr. Seaborne’s work has, it is stated, 
been rewritten. Such alterations ia a work of old standing are of 
course essential, having regard to the numerous changes made 
statute and by decisions, and especially where the object of the boo! 
is concise statement and not discussion. In the present edition the 
most recent decisions seem to have been csrefully incorporated, and 
they are so arranged as readily to catch the eye. As a mark of the 

a nature of the work, we may refer to the list of ‘‘ points to 

remembered in drafting requisitions” collected at pp. 263-268 

The present edition is likely to be very useful. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Company Law. A Practical Handbook for Lawyers and Business 
Men, with an A dix containing the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, 
and Rules, &c, By Francis BeEavrortT PALMER Barrister-at-Law. 


Third Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). Price 12s. 6d. 

A Manual of Company Law. By WitiiAM Freperick Hamitton, 
LLD. (Lovd.), K.c, Second Edition. By the AUTHOR, assisted by 
Percy Torpat-Ropertson, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). Price 21s. 

The Acts relating to the Estate Duty and other Death Duties. 
An A dix, contsiwing the Rules regulatng Proceedings in 
Eogland, Scotland, snd Ireland in Appeals under the Acts; and a 
List of the Estate Duty Forms, with copies of some which are only 
issued on special application. By Evetyn Fxeern, istrar of 
Estate Dotirs for Ireland. Third Edition. Stevens & Sous (Limited). 
Price 12s. 6d. 

A Treatise on Company Law under the Acts 1862-1900. By G. F. 
Emery, LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. Effingham Wileon; Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited), 


The Companies Acts, 1862-1900. With Cross-References and s 
Fall Anslytical Index, comprising the Full Text of all the Statutes, 
with all Amendments and down to 1900, and the Forms and 


Fees prescribed by the Board of Trade under the Act of 1900. By 
Wasa Goppzs, LL.B., B.A., Solicitor, and Sramrorp Hurron, 
Barrister-at-Law. Effingham Wilson. 


——$— 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE PREVENTION OF CORRUPTION BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir.—Referring to the remarks at pp. 372 and 401, it. is much to be 
hoped that tbe Bill will be ly opposed, There is far too greats 
tendency in these days to brand as criminals persons who do not 
deserve the name, The pevalty (£100 or two years) is very excessive, 
and the fact of b-ing ch»rged under such.an Act and being brought 
into contect with the criminal law courte, might ruin the person 
chesaed, although not convicted, besides the injury to bis health aud 
feelings, 

Thee should be some body formed whose duty it should be to 
oppose Acts promoted by faddists and generally Acts unduly inter~ 
fering with liberty of action or with property. Such a body might 
have prevented the passing of the Londoa Act on which you commeat 
at p. 373, and it would have a wide scope for useful work in oppori 
bew, and obtaining the repeal of existing, private Acts in tavour a 
local authorities, and curtailing the power of making local bye-lawa, 





PROSECUTIONS BY THE CLERK OF THE PEACE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.} 


Sir,— You reproduced last week some remarks at Dorchester of ming 
on the subject of the clerk of the peace undertaking by his firm or his 
partner a prosecation at the Dorset Quarter Sessions; and you made 
some comments upon them. 

Since those remarks were made, I have been informed by the 
clerk of the peace that the prosecation referred to was undertaken 
by his firm hurriedly and inadvertently, owing to the absence of both 

artners for their Easter holiday, and that the previous correspon- 
ones between the bar and the chairman had not been called to his 
attention. He has also expressed his agreement with the 
principle laid down by the bar, which he considers to be 
the right rule. He has hitherto considered that he has. 
acted upon this view by handing over to another firm the. 
actual conduct at s-ssions of prosecutions or appeals in which his: 
firm is interested. But for the futare (whatever may be his legal 
position) he desires to go further, and will prefer to decline on behalf 
of bis firm any participation or interest in matters coming before the 
court of quarter sessiovs. 
As my remarks were publicly reported, I desire as publicly to thank 
the clerk of the peace for bis cordial recognition of the principle con- 
tended for, and to regret that the criticism came upon him unawsres 
in a case in which he had acted inadvertently. I need not say tha , 
the matter would not bave been mentioned in public if I bad ber. , 
aware that the previous correspondence had nut been called to’ ais 
attevtion. B. Fossett Log ,, 
Lincoln’s-inn, April 24. 





ESTATE DUTY, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Referring to your note at the foot of the letter of “ «9, g. B.” 
in last Saturday’s Sonicrrors’ JouRNAL, we think it p ssible the 
case your correspondent is thinking of is that of the Attor - General 
v. Smith & Cocks (62 L. J. Q. B, 288; 4 R. 233; 1893,1 g B, 239; 
68 L. T. 6). Cuarres D. LEW 7 & Son. 
Bary Sc. Eimunds, April 22. 

[We have to thank a large number of correspond ve 
kindty aleo furnished the one of the case.—Eb. 5 Je and a 


AUCTIONEERS’ COMMISSION, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jou rnutl.] 


Sir,—A firm of auctioneers have made a a ji, against me for 
cowmis+ou upon the sxle of property, but I¢ snnot see that they 
are entitled to such commission. 1 should be of liged 1f any of your 
readers would say if sny «ase of a similar kind 4,5 been tried and the 
wr The ge cna are as follow: 

client of mine—wh.m I will call the r—wished to sell 
some property. I instructed a tirm of aucti = informing them 
who the vendor was, and made an arrange ment tor a fee to cover 
expenses of advertising and 1 per cent. com pission in case of a sale. 
The property was advertised, but before th 4 sale » client of mine sa¥ 
me on otver business and I recommende’ + thy property to him as 
good business investment avd b im to attend the sale. 
suction took place, but the bi did not reach ‘the reserve, 





after the sale my client'saw meiuthe wy J, room and offered a price 
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 ghotioheér, as I considered he had no claim for commission; but 


-{nformed him I did not consider he was entitled to it and I should 


’ Btock Exchange. Kennedy, J., gave judgment for the defendant, being 
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ae Pengentyy tn wadtinaner Sing -guemt bub ae Sees ring. 
ow the vendor the next day on the offer; he reduced the 
feserve price somewhat, but my client declined to buy. 
The following day I interviewed the vendor and obtained 
a further reduction to within £75 of my client’s offer. I 

to my client, who saw me and declined to buy, and the matter 
gontidered off, The following day the vendor saw me ‘snd offered 
fo take the price my client offered me after the sele. Although I 
was of opinion that my client would not go further in the business I: 
wrote a letter informing him of this offer, and he reconsidered the. 
matter and accepted the property. This was ten days after the sale. 


-_ 


The property was afterwards conveyed to my client. I did not,|. 


chatge commission to the vendor, and did not mention this to the. 


meeting him one day he inquired if the wes sold. I told; 
him, and to whom, and he satsodiotety ichned commirsion and I 


advise the vendor not to psy. He has now forwarded his account and 
threatened proceedings claiming expenses of advertising as agreed, 
and 1 per cent. commission on the price at which the pi was 
sold by me. No negotiations whatever as to the sale took place 
between the auctioneer and the purchaser, the whole being conducted 
by myself after the sale. Cc. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
BECKEUSTN & GIBBS HAMBLET. No.1. 19th April. 


Stock Excna\ux — Custom — Broxer Burmve 1x Hrs Own Nawe— 
BILITY OF 

Appeal by the plaintiffs from a decision of Kennedy, J., sitting without 

t by a firm of stock jobbers on the London 


ajury. The action was bro 
Stock Exchange to recover dam from the defendant for the non- 
acceptance of certain shares. The defendant had dealt with a firm of 
brokers who had been declared defaulters on the Stock Exchange before 
the transaction was completed. The claim the defendant was for 
£186 as one for an alleged breach of contract in not taking delivery 
of 210 Lou! e shares and paying the plaintiffs for the eame on the 29th 
of Decémber, 1899. The defendant was not a member of the Stock 
Exchange, but carried on business as. an outside broker, and he had for 
some time prior to the 12th of December, 1899, been employing Mesars. E. 
Preston & Oo., members of the Stock Exch , as his brokers. bn dy 
opened for him, on the 12th of December, 210 Louisville e had 
instructions to carry over for him to the end December account. They 
bought from the plaintiffs for the end December account 360 Louisvilles 
and of these they ——— or intended to apportion, 210 to the delivery 
of which, under their contract with the plaintiffs, they would have become 
entitled on the 29th of December. Un the 15th of December, in 
consequence of the failure of certain clients (other than the defendant) to 
fulfil their obligations, Preston & Co. failed and were declared defaulters. 
On the 16th and 18th of December Mr. L. Gibbs, a member of the 
tiffs’ firm, saw the defendant in regard to the shares. The latter 
told Mr. Gibbs that his account with Preston & Co. was closed when that 
firm failed. On the 29th of December Mr. Gibbs tendered 210 Louisvilles 
4 yt eyo ag refused Ly The shares were 
en sold on the Stock Exchange and the plaintiffs thereu sued 
the defendsnt for £186, the difference between the contract om 
a tig 


and 
the selling*price en that day. The plaintiffs a“ t to sue 
rs) & Co 


the defendant as the undisclosed Preston . 

ee eee aay SS Se a tiffs in respect of 210 

= vi = brady ms F : < —— formed the subject of their contract. 
e defenden 8 t altogether, u rinci| 

of law, which were of applicati ‘ pon the 

incidents of the transaction in question as a transaction was 


affected by the printed rules and the unwritten usages of the London 


of opinion that rule 177 of the Stock Exchange rules and regula 
tions only affected members, and the defendant therefore could not take 
advantage of it. This view of the construction and effect of the rule 
was cabeornen Sy spmaoved of by the Court of Appeal in Levitt ¢ Thornton 
Vv. Hamblet (17 es L. R. 307). The plaintiffs appealed. 


Tue Cover (A. L. Surra, M.R. and Vaveran Wittramsand Romer, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 


A. L. Surrn, M.R., said he had not the slightest doubt in this case 
that the n custom to be proved was not proved. He did not 
say that it could not be proved. Kennedy, J., seemed to have con- 
sidered the custom proved. They thought that the appeal should be dis- 
missed with costs, but they desired to expressly state, in dismissing the 
pee, & ves Bet eed ce the point taised again, though not in 
this action, as to the existence or non-existence of this custom upon the 
Stock Exchange, which appeared to him to be a véry reasonable one, as 
Tegards the lumping t er different orders and blocks of 
shares to different clients similar to the blocks in the it case.— 
Counsen, Rufus Isaacs, K.0., and G. 4. H, Branson ; Herbert Reed, K.0., 
and FE. Morten. Soxscrrons, Spyer ¢ Sons ; Albert Myers, 


High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
In the Goods of THOMAS cere PATON (Deceased). Jeune, P. 


ProsaTE—ADMINISTRATION Bonp—Disrenstnc with SuRerrns. 
‘This was a motion to dispense with the usual sureties to an administra- 
tion bond ‘under the folk circumstances: Edward Fraser Paton by 
will bequeathed the residue of his real and personal to trustees, 
upon trust to the income to his widow for life, on ber death to 
hold the estate , Oe ee ee ume ae 
’ or being daug attained that or married. He 
appointed Mr. and ‘laylor and Mr. Henry his trustees. 


There was-no real estate. a the testator 
died, ha had issue three sons and daughter. a ey 


iE 
g 


all, on the 6th of February. 1901, the widow died also, leaving 
which she appointed Mr. Taylor and Mr. Wilding her trustees and 
executors. ‘l'hese trustees now applied for a grant of letters of administra- 
tion to the estate of the eldest son, and counsel contended under these 
circumstances that the court should di with the usual sureties to the 
bond. He cited In the Goods of Louisa Maria de la Fargue (2 Sw. & Tr. 631). 
Tue Oovrr on the authority of that case granted the ap 
yim Priestley. Soscrrons, Field ¢ Roscoe, for Alsop, Stevens, § Co., 


[Reported by Gwrnwe Hart, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
HAWEINS v. EDWARDS. Div. Court. 19th April. 

Loca, Government — Hackney Carriages — Ncmeer-PiaTe Coversp 

Over—Booxep Orper—Piyixc ror Hme—Bys-taw—Towns Ponice 

Cravses Act, 1847, ss. 38, 68. 

Aspe Wy ome ees Be ie eee < justices of Bi 

convicting the a t under an 

charging him with unlawfully and tly 

of a duly licensed hackney carriage, of which he was 

concealed from public view, while such was being driven for hire, 

contrary to the bye-law of the boro of and contrary to 

the Towns Police Clauses Act, 1847. evidence 

was that on the 26th of November, 1900, Deeley, a séfvant of the —- 

whe es eto Neues See, Sey eae on the 

appellant’s manager to 

a ordered a carriege to be sent there to drive him to the station. 

Deeley went, in pursuance of the order, from the @ it’s yard 

so Go ester een eee poe meng on or for hire in 

any etreet, picked gen num! 

tine thet be left the ctable-yard being covered up a black 

which was made to slip into a so that the number, 

cenviage is question wee sit backaay tassiags Willa 

e uestion was a 
Towns Police Clauses Act, because it was not at the time in 


g- 
Ah 
He 


used “‘in standin for hire in a street,” it standing, 
ie. < pein eaten ~4 hire within the poe Ri vend of the bye-law 


; 


canto wader sictieh 36, witeh gists pestes & Se 
borough to make regulations for 


Fs 
E 
if 
| 


“ Dri for hire ’’ meant driving for as a hackney It was 
casennceebie to put a construction on the Act or tyelew which would 
preven) a peg Wes 5 Te oe ewyts - 
pon. Site Te DS St, See an (L. > oe 
‘or respondent it was sai assuming appeliant’s carriage was 
a hackney it was within bye-law. If a man elected to turn 
his into a it remained a hackney carriage so long 
as the licence was in and the fact that it was used to execute a 
“ booked ” ofder did not its character. If the appellant’s con- 
tention was right, the when the carriage entered the yard could 
take off the number , and the carriage then would cease to be a 
hackney carriage, and the ine would have no right to inspect it. 
Tue Court (Lord Atvsrstons, C.J., and Lawnancs, J.) dismiesed the 
appeal. 
oad Atverstong, C J., said the justices had taken the right view of the 
words in section 38 of the Act of 1847, ‘‘ used i or plying for 


in 

lire.” Those words indicated the period of time during a carriage 
was to be deemed a backney carriage, and were not limited _——— 
oe eng a ee eee in 
the street. 

Lawrances, J., concurred.—Oounsei, 7. Wills and Bethune ; Huge Young 
K O., and RB. 7. M. Berkeley. ‘Soxrcrrors, T. A Dennison ¢ Co , tor 
G. Tanner, Birmingham ; Capron, Hitchina, Brabant, ¢ Hitehins, for Brnest 
T. Hill, Birmingham. 

(Reported by Exsxtxa Rep, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ANDERSON v. COLLINSON. Div. Court. 17th April. 
Bastarpy, Procersvrnes i1n—Dectsron or Quarter Sassions Quasnine 
Arrrmuation Onper—Rioxt or Moruer Sunsneventty to 8cz Prrarrvs 
Farner ror Damaces ror Hex Daverrar'’s Sspvcrion—Esrorrat, 


Application for a new trial or j ent by the defendant in an action 





[Reported by Erxsxixex Rep, Barnster-at-Law,) 


remitted from the High Court tried in the 
The action was brought to recover damages for 
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of the girl alleged to have been seduced. It was tried in the-county court 
by his Honour Judge Templer with a jury, and a verdict was given for the 
plaindff with £250 damages. ‘Before the action was brought, the girl 
had instituted bastardy proceedings against the defendant, who was 
said to be an old man of seventy years of age, and had obtained an 
affiliation order against him. That summons was taken out in October, 
1899, and heard by the justices of petty sessions. The defendant 
appealed to the quarter sessions, and they, on the 8th of January, 
19U0, quashed the order and adjudged that the defendant was not 
proved to be the father of the child. As a defence to the action the 
defendant pleaded the decision in his favour obtained by him at quarter 
sessions. The learned judge, however, left the case to the jury and entered 
judgment for the plaintiff in accordance with their findings. The defend- 
ant appealed, and his counsel cited authorities to the effect that if an order 
was made upon the father it was conclusive evidence in any other proceed- 
ings ; and took the point that there was by reason of the prior proceedings 
an estoppel against the action by the girl’s mother claiming damages tor 
alleged seduction of her daughter : Rez v. Rislip (1 Ld. Raym. 394), Reg. v. 
Glynne (20 W. BR. 94; L. RB. 7 Q. B. 16). For the plaintiff it was con- 
tended tbat the judgment in the bastardy proceedings was a judgment 
inter partes and therefore not an estoppel as against the action by the 
mother claiming damages for the seduction of the girl. He cited Evans v. 
em (L Rob. 165) ; Jenkyn v. Jenkyn (5 W. R. 438) and Fraser v. Fraser 
5.N.C 20). 
Tue Court (Lord Atverstonr, 0.J., and Lawrance, J.) dismissed the 
appeal. If the present action had been brought by the girl they thought 
that the decision in Reg. v. Glynne would not have been binding on them, 
but it was brought by the girl’s mother, and it was impossible to say that 
the ordinary rule of estoppel did not apply. All that Reg. v. Glynne 
decided was that where on appeal to quarter sessions an order of affiliation 
was quashed, the order of quarter sessions was a decision on the merits 
and was final, and fresh proceedings could not be taken before justices by 
the girl against the putative father. On this ground they held that the 
previous order in the county court could only be an estoppel as against 
the girl, and that the mother was entitled to bring the action for damages 
for the seduction of her daughter. The county court judge had therefore 
come to a right conclusion and this appeal failed.—CovnseL, Manisty, 
K.C. ; Compston. Soxicrrors, Iliffe, Henley, § Street, for T. M. Barron § 
Smith, Darlington ; A. Toovey, for Edmondson § Gowland, Ripon. 
[Reported by Exsxine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 


STIFF v. BILLINGTON. Div. Court. 19th April. 
Game—‘“ Enrerrnc on Berne 1s tue Daytime Uvron any Lanp rn SkArcH 
on Pursuit or Game ’’—Game Act, 1831 (1 & 2 Wut. 4, c. 32), s..30. 

Appeal by case stated from the decisicn of the justices of Bedfordshire 
convicting the appellant Stiff under an information preferred against him 
by the respondent under section 30 of 1 & 2 Will. 4, c. 32, ctarging him 
with trespassing on the 30th of September, 1900, by unlawfully bemg in 
the daytime upon certain land in the occupation of Henry Gates in search 
of game. That statute provides that as from its commencement game 
would become an article which might be legally bought and sold, it was 
therefore reasonable to provide some summary means to protect game 
from trespassers. It therefore enacted that any person who trespassed 
and entered upon any land in pursuit of game should be liable to a fine 
not exceeding £2. It was also provided that any man tried could raise 
any defence which he could raise in a civil action. Stiff, it appeared, 
was in the employ of a gentleman named Sevier, who was a landowner 
and bred pheasants in a wood known as Woodcock Wood. Mr. Sevier 
objected to a farmer who was the tenant of a Mr. Barford, a acighbouring 
landowner, who also had shooting, growing mustard upon some ten acres 
of land near his wood, as he said it attracted his pheasants. Mr. Sevier, 
with a view of raising the question of whether Mr. Barford’s tenant was 
justified in growing this mustard, directed Stiff to go on Mr. Barford’s 
ey He did so witha retriever, and it was said was found by Billington, 
the respondent, who was in the employment of Mr. Barford, beating a 
hedge. This latter statement was, however, denied. Stiff was prosecuted 
for trespassing in pursuit of game, and the magistrates convicted him, 
holding that there was evidence that he was there in pursuit of game. It 
was said, on the other side, however, that there was no such evidence. 
For the appellant the following cases were cited: Reg. v. Garnham (1 Cox, 
451), Reg. v. Head (1 F. & F. 350), Burrows v. Gillingham (57 J. P. 423), 
Philpot v. Bugler (54 3. P. 647), and Horn v. Raine (67 L. J. Q. B. 533), 
Counsel for the respondent was not heard. 

Tue Court (Lord Auverstonz, C J., and Lawszance, J.) dismissed the 


rd Atverstone, O.J., said they had been asked to say that the words 
** search ’’ and *‘ pursuit’’ in section 30 of the Act of 1 & 2 Will. 4, c. 32, 
were jimited to searching and pursuing with an intention to kill at the 
time. It would be very dangerous to lay down any stich rule as to the 
meaning of those words. The magistrates had found that Stiff had 
trespassed on the land, that there was game on the land, and that Stiff 
was there in search of game. On those findings the court could not say 
that the decision of the magistrates was wrong. 
Laweance, J., concurred.—CounseL, H. M. Sturges; Stimson. Soxict- 
rors, F. Hastings Dauney; H. W. L. B. Lathom, London and Luton. 
[Reported by Exsxixz Reip, Barrister-at-Law.) 


THE KING v. GROOM AND OTHERS, JUSTICES OF ESSEX. Div. Court, 
20th April. 

Licensrxa Acts—Apisovnnment or Licensixc Mrrrine over THe 30rn or 

Surrempen—Atznovse Licence—A.zHovse Act, 1828 (9 Gzo. 4, c. 61), 

86. 1, 3—Worz axp Berxnovuse Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 29), s. 11 


adjourn the general annual licensing meeting for the purpose of hearing 
applications for grants of alehouse licences after the end of September, 
The Alehouse Act, 1828, enacts that the general annual licens 
meetings for the purpose of granting licences under the Act are to be 
held, in counties other than Middlesex and Surrey, on some day between 
the 20th of August and the 14'h of September inclusive, and it is provided 
by section 3 that every adjournment of the general annual licensj 
meeting shall be held within the months of August and September, 
Section 11 of the Wine and Beerhouse Act, 1870, provides that 
‘‘where any applicant for the grant or renewal of a certificate has, 
through inadvertence or misidventure, failed to comply with any of tné 
preliminary requirements of the principal Act or this Act or any Act 
incorporated therewith, the justices may, if they shall so think fit, and 
upon such terms as they think proper, postpone the consideration of the 
application to an adjourned meeting, and if at such adjourned meeting 
they shall be satisfied that such terms have been complied with, they may 
proceed to grant or withhold such certificate as if the preliminary require. 
ments of the Act had been complied with.” At the adjourned general 
annual licensing meeting for the Harwich division of Essex an application 
was made for an alehouse licence in respect of an hotel then proposed 
to be erected. The notice of the application to the superintendent 
of police required to be given by section 40 of the Licensing Act, 
1872, and section 7 of the Wine and Beerhouse Act, 1869, was not 
given twenty-one days before the application, but was given two days 
late, owing, as it appeared, to the sudden illness of the person entrusted 
with the duty of serving the notice. The justices adjourned the meeting 
until the 23rd of October. On that day, due notice having been given, 
the application was renewed. Opponents of the application raised the 
objection that the justices had no power to hear an appiication made after 
the 30th of September. The justices, however, overruled the objection, 
and granted the licence, which was afterwards confirmed by the contirming 
authority. <A rule nisi having been made for a certiorari to bring up and 
quash the confirming order, it was contended on behalf of the applicant 
for the licence, who shewed cause against the rule, that the justices had 
power to adjourn an adjourned meeting beyond September, botn apart from 
section 11 of the Wine and Beerhouse Act, 1870, and also, in case of 
inadvertence or misadventure, by virtue of that section. Reg v. Nicholson 
(1899, 2 Q. B. 453), Reg. v. Denbigh Justices (59 J. P. 708), Reg v. 
Anglesea Justices (59 J. P. 7438), and Webber v. Birkenhead Justices 
(61 J. P. 664) were relied on. In support of the rule it was contended 
that section 11 did not apply to alehouses licences; eg. v. West Riding 
Justices (L. R. 5 Q. B. 53) was cited. 
Tue Court (Lord Atverstonz, C.J., and Lawrancr, J.) made the rule 
absolute. 
Lord Atverstone, 0.J., said that primd facie there was a direction in the 
Alehouse Act, 1828, that all the work of licensing must be got through by 
the end of September. If it had been competent for the justices to 
adjourn the licensing meeting into October for the purpose of receiving 
original notices it would not have been necessary for the court to give the 
specific injunctions which were given in the judgments in Rey. v. West 
Riding Justices, where justices were enjoined to arrange the adjourned 
meeting so as to allow a person who had not given notice for the general 
annual licensing meeting to give notice for the adjournment day. ‘Lhere- 
fore, apart from section 11 of the Act of 1870, he came to the conclusion that 
an adjourned meeting to receive new notices could not be held in October. 
Section 11, however, allowed an adjournment in the event of the require- 
ments of the Act not having been complied with through inadvertence 
or misadventure. But, in his opinion, that section did not apply to the 
grant of an alehouse licence. ‘Tne use of the words “‘ grant or renewal of 
a certificate’’ shewed that the section was not intended to apply in every 
case. In Reg. v. Denbigh Justices there was, in the first place, a doubt 
whether the case was not decided by reference to section 42 (1) of the 
Licensing Act, 1872; and, secondly, the fact that the proceedings were 
by mandamus might have made a difference. 
Lawrancez, J., concurred.— CounszL, C. E. Jones ; Rawlinson, K.0., and 
E. Wild. Soxtcrrors, Gibbs, White, § Strong ; Godden, Son, §& Holme. 
[Reported by C. G. Witerauan, Barrister-at-Law. | 
ROBERTSON (Appellant) v. KING (Respondent), Div. Court. 23rd 
April. 
Workine Ovasses—Dwe.ing-novses—C Losinc Orpger—Hovsine or WoRK- 
ING CLAsers Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 70), ss. 29, 32 (2). 
Case stated for the opinion of the court by the stipendiary magistrate 
for the city of Sheffield. The appellant was tle medical officer of health 
for that city. Application was made to the magistrate under section 32 
in Part Il. of the Housing of the Working Classes Act, 1890 (53 & 54 
Vict. c. 70), to make a closing order. The application was made by the 
appellant on a complaint which stated that three dwelling-bhouses belong- 
ing to Elizabeth King, the respondent, in the sail city were in a state 50 
injurious to health as to be unfit for human habitation. 
Section 32 (2) of the Act directs that ‘‘ any such proceedings may be taken 
for the — purpose of causing the dwelling-house to be closed whether 
the same be occupied or not.” At the hearing it appeared that the said 
premises were old buildings which were for a long time occupied as 
dwelling-houses, and that they had become unfit for human habitation 
within the meaning of the Act,inasmuch as they were in a dirty and 
ruinous and dilapidated state, and filthy and other accumulations on them 
had very probably become a nuisance for which proceedings under the 
Public Health Act might be taken. It also appeared that tive and a-half 
years ago the late owner had closed the premues and that they had not 
been re-opened or occupied since, It appeared that the respondent, the 





In this case a question arose as to the power of licensing justices to 





present owner, had recently como into possession. of the premises 
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and had no intention of having the premises used for habitation as they 
were then, but it did not appear whether any intention had been formed 
orgot as to allowing them to remain as they were or of rendering them fit 
for human habitation if they could be made fit,or of demolishing the 
puildings and putting new dwelling-houses or other buildings on the site or 
fuming them to other purposes. At the hearing it was argued that by 
sotion 32 (2) proceedings might be taken for the express purpose of causing 
the dwelling-houses to be closed whether the same be occupied or not, 
ad that the subsequent proceedings set out in sections 32, 33, 34, &c., 
gould not be put in force unless a closiag order were made. 
The magistrate refused to make a closing order. He considered that the 
houses had been a long while ago closed to human habitation as much as 
they would be by a closing order and had been so kept ever since, and that 
they had therefore been closed as to being dwelling-houses within Part IL. 
of the Act as eection 29 defined them, and had been voluntarily put where 
aclosing order would put them and had been kept so closed, and that 
whatever nuisance proceedings their owner might be liable to there was a 
want of foundation fora closing order. Against this decision the appeliant 
stated the following grounds of objection: That the premises were 
dwelling-houses within the meaning of the Housing of the Working 
Classes Act, 1890; that section 29 defining a dwelling-house as any 
inhabited buildmg provides that such definition thall apply 
“qnless the contexs otherwise requires’’; that under section 32, sub- 
section 2, the context otherwise requires, and provides that the provisions 
of section 32 shall apply whether the premises be occupied or not; that 
the buildings were unoccupied dwelling-houses, and that there was no 
evidence of permanent abandonment of the buildings as dwelling-houses 
inasmuch as the evidence shewed that they had not been adapted for any 
other purpose, and might at small cost, and in the course of a day or two, 
be made fit for human habitation. The question for the court was whether 
under the circumstances stated the cloring order applied for should have 
been retused or granted. At the hearing of the appeal no one appeared on 
bebalf of the respondent. 

Taz Court (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Lawrancg, J.) allowed the 
appeal, holding that the magistrate ought to have made the closing order 
applied for. The object of the Act was that if the owner of dwellipg- 
houses on being given notice does not put them in order the magistrate 
may order them to be closed. It the buildinge are prima facie dwelling- 
houses it is not necessary for the purposes ot a closiug order that they be 
inhabited. Section 29 does not negative section 32. Appeal allowed.— 
Counsel, R. Browne, K.C.; Soxtcrror, H. Sayer, Sneffield. 

(Reported by E. G. Strttwett, Barrister-at-Law.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Orper or Court. 
Wednesday, the 17th day of April, 1901 


I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do nereby order that the action mentioned iu the schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 

SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Cozens-Harpy (1901—8.—No. 1,248). 

Francis Archibald Soames, Edward Rowland Soames, and Gerald Martin 
Soames v. The Hoxton Brewery Company Limited, William Edward 
Dearling and J. and W. Nicholson and Company Limited, 

Haussvry, C. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ MANAGING CLERKS’ ASSOCIATION, 
AnnvaL DINNER. 


The eighth annual dinner of the Solicitors’ Managing Olerks’ Acsociation 
was held on Thursday, the 18th inst., in the Victoria Hall, Hotel Cecil. 
Mr. F. H_ Stokes, the president, in the chair. Among the guests were 
the Lord Ohief Justice, Mr. W. F. Hamilton, LL.D., K.C., Mr. J. W, 
Hawkins (Master, wey Court), the President of the Incorporated Law 
Society (Mr. Robert Ellett), the Secretary of the Incorporated Law Society 
oo E. W. Williamson), Mr. J. Williamson, Mr. W. A. Maxwell, Mr. 

alter Williamson, Mr. Crawford, Mr. H. Egan Hill, Mr. Maxwell, Mr. 
Hazelgrove, and Mr. Jaques. 

The toast ‘‘ His Majesty the King” having been given from the chair 
and honoured with the customary enthusiasm, 

The Lorn Curer Justice proposed the toast of the evening, “‘ The 
Association.’’ He said it afforded him very great pleasure as one of the 
guests of the evening to have the privilege of proposing the toast He felt 
that in speaking to the association he spoke to men who knew a great deal 
more about it than he did himself. It seemed to him that sometimes 
lookers-on from the outeide were able to give a better description of what 
they did not understand than those who were thoroughly acquainted with 
the matter from the inside. He remembered very weil that the late Sir 
Frederick Pollock, the great Ohief Buron, on one occasion was making 
some observations and criticisms upon some case, whereupon some other 
counsel said to him, ‘* You talk as much about this case as thoueh you had 
been in it.” The reply of Sir Frederick was, ‘It is quite postible for 
the man who has not been in a case to know a great deal about it, and 
for the man who has been in it to know nothing about it.’ He (the Lord 
Ohiet Justice) was in the porition of a man who was not in it, unfortunately, 


and therefore he did not know very much. But he really was extremely 
glad to have the privilege of attending at this banquet of the 
association, which was not by any means the first at wuich he had 


been present, and to be in the po-ition which he now occupied, that he 
might say how beartily glad he was that the solicitors’ managing clerks 
had combined ber themselves, not under patronage, to serve their 
own interests, to look after and protect their own position:, to elevate 
ard to improve their own positions both from an educational and fiom 
a legal and from a social point of view. Those who were acquuinted 
with some of the old practices of litigation would remember that it used to 
be thought to be the right thing always to quarrel with somebody in the 
case. They of course quarrelied with the judge, that went without 
saying; they quarrelled with the counsel on the other side, and he 
had known some not althogether friendly words pass between 
the managing clerks engaged in the litigation. He was glad to 
have seen whilst he was in practice at the bar the change which bad 
taken place. Of course he had never made himself unpleasant toa ybody, 
but, joking apart, he was glad to know that it was not considered the rignt 
thing now among either counrel or solicitors or managing clerks tu behave 
in an unfriendly or discourteous way the one to the other, and that they 
had recognized that it was quite possible to defend theclient’s rizhts with 
loyalty, with courage, and with enerzy, and yet to be strictly courteous and 
civil to those who were engaged upon the other side. And knowing a: he 
did know, and as many sittiug around the tables would remember, that in 
the old days it was supposed when young feliows went into tue prufession 
that it was part of their duty to assume a sort of aggressive attitude 
to those with whom they were brought into contact, he really honestly 
thought that there was a great advantage in an a-sociation of this 
kind, where men could meet together nut only as solicitors’ clerks 
merely, but as Englishmen, and learn to kuow one another, to 
respect one another, and to make friendships. And they would not do 
their business any the worse when they were opposed to one another 
from being in these friendly relations. On the contrary, they would 
learn to respect each other and to recognize the fact that, bemg 
opposed in aaverse interests, they could not always see things from the 
same point of view. Whilst they would do their utmost for their 
own side they would learn that the man on the other side was not 
to be the less respected because he was engiged on the other 
side. In these days when there was such keen competition, and 
when one had to do the utmost for himself, anything that could 
tend to bring men closer together and to make them respect one 
another independently, so to speak, of mere legal attainm: nts, must 
tend to elevate them, and that was one of the advantages of such a society 
asthis. He had no longer any object in complimenting them. A few 
years ago—if there had been such a society in his day he should have had 
some success he thought—a few years ago, if he had been allowed to 
propose this toast, he should have said such wise things about the 
managing clerks that the next morning every managing clerk would have 
been anxious to deliver a brief at his chambers. tie had no longer, 
unfortunately, any interest in cultivating that amount of popularity among 
them. But he would say in all sincerity and in all gratitude that he was 
proud—and they would wish him to be proud—of his position and of the 
success that had been voucheafed to him at the bar. They would not 
think much of him if he were not proud of it. It was no compliment 
to many who were present, it was no compliment to many otbers wuo were 
ia similar positions—by which he meant managing clerks of leading firms— 
to say that no successful barrister could succes-fully carry on bis practice 
or be successful in his cases not having behind him a thoroughly com- 
petent managing clerk to conduct the cases. And the great solicitors, 
some of whom were present to-night, who had from time to time 
to give the:r attention to many cases, and could only, like a general, 
conduct the office from the point of view of direction, they also were 
under a great debt of gratitude to the managing clerks for the con- 
scientious and honourable way in which they represented them. 
The association, as he knew from perconal experience, had not 
overlooked what he had already referred to as the educational side. A 
number of admirable papers had been read by eminent men like Mr. 
Rus-ell, Mr. Ruegg, Mr. Ingpen, Mr. Beven, Dr. Underbiil, Mr. John 
Roskill, Mr. Micklem, and Mr. Duke, who was holding a brief s»mewhcre 
else to-night. He should have distinguished this occasion by being in 
his place in court. It was to be hoped he would come in late and crave 
the indulgence of the Lord Chief Justice for his absence. He had not 
even applied to adjourn his case or else he (the Lord Uhief Justice) would 
have put the rule in forces and sent him to the bottom of this week's lists 
at once. 

The Cuamman: He has sent a letter. 

The Loup Curzr Justice: Yes, they always sent letters. They generally 
sent a junior in to say they could not possibly come, bat if the judge was 
hard-hearted and refused to adjourn the cave they always managed to 
come. He had never done it, but he thought councel did it now. He had 
had the pleasure of presiding at the first meeting of the as:ociation this 
session in Gray’s-inu Hall, and he had heard a very admirable paper read 
by Mr. Russell, K.C., and he knew from Mr. Justice Buckley and others 
who were present at the later meetings that other papers had been 
extremely good. He had ventured at the time to muke some observations 
as to the great value in the rush and turmoil of litigation of any induce- 
ment to men to elevate themselves, and to increase and improve their legal 
knowledge, and to make themselves more competent by a deeper knowleoge 
of the law and its general principles to conauct tneir cares. And he 
was quite satisfied the facilities which were afforded for meeting together, 
and possibly for discussing points and benefiting by such lectures as had 
been given, were objects for which the association was very wortbily 
founded, and which would, he was certain, ensure its success, especially 
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as it was self-contained and self-governed, and 1 relied upon the energies 
of its members, and upon the patronage of nobody, that it might command 
the sympathy of those who were working with them in the fession. 
There were inducements in connection with the association which he was 
sure would draw évery managing clerk of every firm of distinction to join it. 
It seemed to him that those who joined the asrociation were endowed with 
perpetual youth. He saw gentlemen present who had told him that 
they remembered taking briefs in his father’s chambers, and no 
doubt they were good enough sometimes to a stray 
two and one to his; and he saw those age mees flourishing. 
It was a great satisfaction to know that the leading managing 
clerks were supporting the association. When he looked down 
the list he saw that they belon to representative firme—though 
the unfortunate habit the tolicitors’ firms had of changing their 
names every two or three years made it somewhat doubtful But he was 
sure from his ——— of the regularity with which they paid their fees 
that they were firms of the very highest eminence, and their representa- 
tives were fully worthy of them. He had spoken seriously and humorously 
as far as he could, but he really wished to express his appreciation of such 
an association as this. He had very great pleasure in coupling the name 
of Mr. Stokes with the toast, although he did not know that he and Mr. 
Stokes were mach brought into contact, but Mr. Stokes represented 
the firm of Williamson, Hill, Co., than whom ere Was 
not a more respected and honoured firm among the solicitors of 
this great metropolis in the profes:ion and out of the profession. He 
knew all the members of the firm, and many of their relations, and he 
valued their friendship. He asked them to drink prosperity and success 
to the association. It had not had a very long life, only seven or eight 
sa but that it would live he had no doubt, and that it would increase 
ite sphere of usefulness he also was equally certain. He was also sure 
that those who had founded the association would feel that an oppor- 
tunity had been given to younger men in the profession which they them- 
selves had not when they started. And they who looked on from the 
outside could only admire the energy and public spirit in the pr fession 
which had led those who founded the association to bring it t> :uch a 
position of success. 

The toast was drunk upstanding and with three cheers. 

The Cxareman, in returning thanks, raid the association was formed 
from a hard-working body of practical men keenly looking after the 
interests of their principals and of their clients, and doing what little they 
could to forward in a speedy and satisfactory manner the business of the 
de ents in which they practised, feeling assured that of all things 
delay was most detrimental to good work. From time to time the asso- 
ciation made representations to the Incorporated Law Society, and the 
presence of the president and secretary of that society afforded him the 
opportunity of tendering the thanks of the association to them for the 
courtesy and consideration which the association invariably received 
from the society. But they did not always consider the society as the 
final court of appeal when they presumed to think that sufficient 
attention was not paid to th resentations. The association 
felt that they were highly favoured, as the Lord Ohief Justice had pointed 
out, in having the assistance of counsel who were willing and able to 
devote time and talent to their instruction. The lectures which they 
delivered to the association were presided over by His Majesty’s judges, 
and from them they received good, sound advice and expressions of good 
feeling, which were not only gratifying but encouraging, and they increased 
the respect of the members not only for the office, but for the persons of 
the learned judges. In addition they had, by the kindness of the 
benchers of the various inns, the privilege of meeting in their halls. 
It was at one of these lectures that the association had had the 
privilege of tendering to the Lord Chief Justice the firet public wel- 
come he received on his elevation to his high office. Authors and pub- 
lishers made valuable additions to the library of the association, and 
all these favours were thankfully received. At the same time the members 
felt they meant high greener and he urged every solicitor’s 
managing clerk in the full sense of his responsibility to use all the 
advantages he derived from the association for the of his principals 
and those before whom they tised. Happily there was no contest 
between them and their principals, and that this was a fact was shewn by the 
presence of many of them to-night. The register of membership was not 
as full as it might be. With an enlarged register the scope of usefulness 
of the association would be greatly extended. He could speak with 
affectionate esteem and regara in which was held the name of “ Dick 
Webster’ amongst ng clerks. To their lowly ranks it was a bye- 
word of all-round manliness and solid worth. In all sincerity he 
was sure there was nota eolicitor’s managing clerk who had not felt a pride 
and a kind of conscious personal pride in the elevation of his lo; Pp 
to the high office he occupied. Time was when there was some kind of 
preferment of solicitors’ managing clerks to offices of public service to 
which they were eminently adapted by their epecial qualifications. He 
should be sorry to think that time was no more, and he was sure the public 
service would not be prejudiced by the occasional recurrence to the rule 
which formerly prevailed in that respect. He regretted the absence of 
Mr W. 8S. Robson, K.C., M.P., and Mr. H. E. Duke, K.0., M P., who 
had written to say that they were detained at the House of Commons. 

Mr. Aurnep Turner gave the health of “‘ Our Guests’ remarking upon 
their pleasure at having present the president and eecretary of the 

ated Law y. They had ever been most generously 
recognized by the Law Society, ard any snegestions or recommendations 
had received the con .iceratiou which they deocs ved. ‘I'here was ulso present 
their old friend Master Hawkins. Some of them had attended before 
him for thirty years, and the interests of the cliente had always had his 
consideration. 5 





‘ 


Mr. W. F. Hamiron, LU.D., K.O., returned thanks, expressing ths 
obligation of the bar to solicitors’ clerks. 
e Presipent of the Incorporated Law also acknowledged tlig 


compliment. . Speaking as the representative of the solicitor branch of the’ 


profession, he desired to associate himself most heartily with the thank, 


eed by Mr. Hamilton. Personally he felt the very greatest indebted. 


ness to solicitors’ clerks. Ata very early stage is 
ae after the Incorporated Law Society had certified that he was fit and 

© was sure he was not—to practice, he had the good fortune to be 
permitted to attach himself to the managing clerk with a well-known 
agency firm. By his side he worked for some two or three years, and 
he had always felt that he had spent no time so usefully and 
that at-no time in his career had he acquired so much really valuable 
knowledge in connection with the practice of the law as he had from that 
solicitor’s m: clerk. The Incorporated Law Society desired through 
him to express their great sympathy with the objects and work of 
association. The Lord Chief Justice and Mr. Hamilton had spoken of the 
value of the managing clerks to the bar. If that were so, of what 
must they be to the solicitors whom they assisted. And the solicitors 
were glad to avail themselves of such an opportunity as that afforded 
this evening of testifying their sympathy with them and their gratitude to 
them as being so greatly responrible for the successful carrying on of their 
practices. And the clerk did it without that incentive of 
publicity which the members of the bar and, to a certain extent, the 
solicitors enjoyed. He dared say it did not escape their watchful eyes that 
occasionally the newspaper columns contained little paragraphs, w 
somewhat of an air of i inspiration, which recorded brilliant achieveménts 
and successes of Mr. This or the well-known Messrs. That, or the eminent 
Sir Somebody Else. The public little knew how much of those brilliant 
successes were due to the managing clerks of those solicitors. He felt that 
there was all the more reason why solicitors should be grateful to them, 
There was one matter in respect to which he confessed to feelings of envy 
as he thought of managing clerks. It was in regard to their wonderful 
knowledge of procedure. Where would the solicitors be, he would even 
venture to say, where wou'd the members of the bar be, in regard to 
matters of procedure, if it were not for the assistance which they derived 
from the —— clerks in that respect. Their knowledge was to him 
so surprising that he sometimes thought that when on their holidays they 
must take away with them that charmiog ‘“‘ White Book”’ by way of 
light reading. He was under the belief that if the managing clerks 
would take the matter in hand, one half of the book ht be well got 
rid of, and that the procedure would be more simple and less time would 
be wasted and expense incurred over what he might call the fringe of 
litigation, and that they would get more speedily and at less expense to 
the kernel, the real issue which the parties desired to reach. He felt 
convinced that it was to the interest of the solicitors’ managing clerks, no 
less than to that of the barristers and the solicitors, that the procedure of 
our courts should be simplified as much as possible, and that they should 
get rid of that air of mystery which it might be depended upon hada 
great deal to do with keeping out of the courts men who had questions 
that they really desired to have settled, and which he was sure they would 
desire to have settled by men of such ability and eminence as there were 
upon the bench. They were kept from the courts, he believed, and led toprefer 
a far less satisfactory tribunal in the sbape of arbitration toa] extent 
the immense amount of technicality and mystery as they regarded it whi 
attends the procedure of the courts. On behalf of the solicitors he expressed 
their very sincere desire that the association might grow and prosper, and 
that it might continue in the future as in the past to aid the Incorporated 
Law Society and the Bar Council, and even the judges, in framing changes 
which might be beneficial to the suitors, and in promoting that — 
of fair play and honourable conduct in practice to which the Lord Chief 
Justice had referred. 

Mr. 8. C. Luwis proposed the toast, ‘‘ The Officers,” which was acknow- 


ledged by 

a W. J. Smanr (hon. treasurer), Mr. T. C. TunsTaxt (hon. secretary 
for Le ctures, Committeer, &c.), and Mr. A. W. Ariine (general an 

Master Hawkins submitted the health of ‘‘ The Chairman.” 
expressed his great pleasure that such an association had been formed 
amongst men who were constantly meeting eich other and con 
meeting in opposition. It the effect of promoting good- 
will and the careful conduct of business. The association 
endeavoured to bring about fair play, honesty of purpose amd 
age towards each other, with a due regard to the interests of 
the cliente they represented. There was one point in the avsociations 
report which he agreed with with very t+ pleasure, and that was 
with regard to the appointment to eckshipe in judges’ chambers. 
He thought it was of the utmost im ance that the offices in the judges 
chambers should be filled from the ranks of those which he and 
colleagues were accustomed to speak of as the other side of the table. He 
could say that there was very little friction with regard to the men who 
came before him ; they fought fair and never hit below the waist. 

The health having been drunk with musical honours and loud cheers, 

The Onareman briefly returned thanks. 

A selection of music was given under the direction of Mr. A. G. Turnet, 
who accompanied, by Miss Charlotte Dickens, Ethel Major, Mr. 
Edmonds, end Mr. Charles W. Hudson. 


THE UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 

The annual dinner of the United Law Society took place at the Hotd 
Cecit on Monday last, under the presidency of the Lord Chief Justice of 
England. The usual loyal toasts having been honoured, the Lonp Osu 
Jvsrh 2, in peoposing enceets to the United Law Society, eaid he was gi 
to know that e last officiated as chairman at the annual dinner 
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society in 1886 it had enjoyed a career of prosperity. He pointed out 
Ecireatg? enjoyed by the members, especially the younger members, 
d putting questions on difficult points of study or before the 
pening of the formal weekly meetings of the society. He rejoiced that 
# discussions were conducted in such a spirit of freedom that on one 
gecasion a decision of his own had been disputed. He suggested that the 
ives and characters of distinguished men might form a useful subject for 
fature debates, because in thece hurried days there was very little oppor- 
tunity of +tudying the carers of the great men of the past, whatever the 
in which they had displayed their energies. Such debates 


Tua Liver 
College, 
able absence of the Vice-Chancellor of the Duchy, Mr. A. 8S. Mather 


presided. 


of his great work of jurisprudence in 


SIR JOHN SCOTT ON ENGLISH AND FOREIGN 
CRIMINAL LAW. 


Board of Legal Studies, in connection with the University 
verpool, held its annual meeting on Monday. In the unavoid- 


The Cuarrman said they welcomed Sir John Scott not only on account 
and as an eminent Indian 


udge now at the War Office, but becau-e he was a member of the old 


: j 
gould lead young men of the present time to consider what was best to be ‘Northern Circuit, and, being « native of Wigan, was a Lancashire man. 


done under stress of great eme gency. 

The Hon. J. H. Cuoare (the American Ambaseador), who proposed the 
toast of ‘The Legal Profession,” said that it had been the object of the 
wafts of satire in many ages and countries. The stage luwyer from the 
time of Shakespeare had veen a very sorry spectacle indeed. But the legal 

on could stand that «nd much more. He wished they could under- 
sand the honour in which the cradles of legal learning m this country 
were held in bis own. Jf bis and their profession had done nothing more 
than to bring the common law to its present advanced state, that was much 
indeed to bave accomplished: But he loved the profession for other 
rasons—for tbe just and honourable feelings which its members 
entertained for one another; for the subject with which it 
had to deal; and for the chivalrous spirit which animated those 
who practised it, a spirit which stopped at no internation«] boundary. 
There was no calling in which a man might so honourably engege as that 
of aiding in the solution of the great questions of commercial, constitu- 
tional, and international law. Great as were the strides, however, which 
had been made towards perfection, there was still much to be done. Tne 
duty of the present generation ot lawyers on both sides of the Atlantic 
was concerned with legal education. On his side the legal profession was 
the one avenue to promotion. and at least two-thirds of the presidents of 
t'e United States bad belonged to it. In his opinion there should be a 
great central university of the law in London, in which men of both 
countries might become versed in all that was best in the traditions of 
the profession. 
. J. G. Burouer, K.0., M.P., and Mr. R. Exrerr having responded, 
the health of the chairman was proposed by Mr. KE. F. Srencz, and 
responded to by the Lorp Cu1er Justices. 





ANNUAL MEETING OF THE BAR. 


The annual meeting of the bar was held on Tuesday in the old Appeal 
Oourt in Lincoln’s-inn. 

The A1rorNniy-GzNnzERAL, who presided, in moving the adoption of the 
teport, said that the council had done a great deal of business, and done 
it well. It was formerly the duty of the Attorney-General for. the time 
cing to express his decitions on points submitted to him. That function 
ws now dischargea by the council, who were a convenient form of 
foc wsing the opinion of the profession, and thus a body of customary law 
was ow in growth which in course of time might be d into a 
code, At all events, a multiplicity of questions hed been settled. The 
council had also laboured on the more important subject of the administra- 
tion of justice, and in particular had dealt with the arrangements of the 
Oause Last. The present sittings began with the not unprecedented event of 
a judge’s being unable to sit because there was no court available. In 
one week the complaint was that there was no court for a judge, in 
another that there were too few judges in town. He was sure that the 
Lord Chief Justice would do all he could to mend this state of things. 
Before the beginning of the several sittings there should be a distribuuon 
of judges between town and country so as to remedy the wrong and 
inconvenience sustained by suitors, who knew not when, or before whom, 
or in what court their ca:es wou:d be tried. 1t was to be hoped that this 
painful uncertainty would in another year be removed. 

Mr. Joszru Watton, K.C., seconded the motion. 

Before the motion was put, 

Mr. Caznank referred to the motion made last year that the Vacation 
should begin on the let of August and end on the 12th of Uctober. 

Mr. Joagrn Warton, K.C., explained that on the 4th of February last 
the subject was brought before the council, and, sf.er some debate, the 
previous question was moved and carried on the ground that at that time 
the question was not yo 

The Onatnman eaid that the question might be submitted, not es an 
amendment, but as a rider to the report. 

The original motion that the be adopted was then unanimously 
carried, aud Mr. Cababé’s motion, having been seconded, was also declared 
to be carried. 

After resolutions of thanks to the auditors and’ scrutineers had been 


> 
Sir Kowarp Oianxz, K.C., in moving a vote of thanks to the Attorney- 
Gereral for presiding, expressed the pleasure of the profession in seeing 
«mong them the most popular of law officers. 
Mr. Jossrx Watton, RC, seconded the motion, and it was unanimously 
carried, and was acknowleged by the ArrorNEY-GENERAL. 








Wednesday, the 1st of May, will be ‘‘call night’ of Easter Term at 
‘he four Inns of Court, when forty-three students will be called to the 
bar at their respective inns. Of this number sixteen are entered at the 
Inner Temple, eleven each at Lincoln’s-inn and the Middle — 


The number for the correspunding 


Sir Joun Scorr said he began his career on the Northern Circuit, and 


after attending sessions, court of pas-age, and assizes for some six years, 
he became, through health considerations, a rollin 
studied legal systems in co with the 
> Fw in A. 
irecting the administration of justice. is present paper, he should, 
for want of time, limit his comparison to crimiual jaw. Of all systems of 
criminal law, that of the United Kingdom was the soundest. On 
nd eg the procedure of the criminal law was inquisitorial, 
ny the 
inquiry took place by the State on behalf of society, while un 
accusatory procedure the inquiry was instituted by the person injured, 
and not, eave in very serious cases, by the State. The tendency of 
the first system was to sacrifice the 
of consideration for the safety of a while the tendency 


stone. and had thus 
nited Kingd»m on the 
and in Egypt, where he was so long 


this country accueatory. In _ inquisitorial procedure, 


vidual to the ss, pnd 
oO 
second system was to protect the ual, to defend the interests 
of the accused, who was surrounded by rds, and to believe 
him innocent, whatever his antecedente, until he was proved guilty 
strictly according te law. There was no law of evidence on the 
Continent, no repudiation of mere hearssy testimony, and the past and 
present history of the prisoner was related to his prejudice before 
the jury. It bad even been declared that a theft of apples at nine 
years of age would prejudice & man oe with murder at the age of 
fifty. The juge d’instruction of France » until three years ago, power 
to refuse counvel to prisoner, and even now he would examine the witnesses 
iu the absence of both counsel and prisoner. Personally, he (Sir John) 
should never forget attending at the bedside of a girl in France c 
with infanticide. In reply to her repeated d the juge @ instruction 
retaliated again and again ‘“‘ You know you are guilty, why not teli the 
truth P”” C) Largt om was eventually convicted only on the minor charge 
of concealment of - Comparing the three 

stem of the Continent and elsewhere and the one-judge system of 

d, be gave his vote strongl 

bad well-paid, efficient, and u t judges; Continental countries 
had judges with sma!) salaries, » less sense of personal responsibility, 
and not free from fivancial considerations. In France, which 
as highly as any other Continental country, judges of first instance 
had salaries ranging from £72 to £300, while the Oourt of Cassa- 
tion, including the preeident, only received £1,200 a year. These 
selaries com sivgularly with, in this country, £10,000 for the 
Lord Chancellor, £5,000 to £8,000 for su judges, £1,500 for 
county court judges, and £1,500 to £1,800 for trates. ee 
criminal appeals, he thought they should only be allowed on questions 
law. Coming to the unfavourable comparison of English with forei 
procedure, be shewed the exceedingly smaitl pro of prosecutions by 
the public prosecutor in this country, and every other Euro 
country had a codification of criminal law, but England stood alone without 
codification. The whole of the criminal law of Engiand could, though the 
previous labour of consolidation would be great, be boiled down into a 
tixpenny book. He (Sir John) feared, however, that codification in 
Kngland was to-day further off than when he was young. Still, the 
English system was on the whole the best for a settled and civilized 
community that the world had produced. 


ES 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Justice O.rvex Surrn, the Senior Puisne 
Judge of the Supreme Court of Mauritius. He was educated at Paris and 
Diigseldorf and at St John’s College, Uxford, where he erm 
Languages University Scholarship in 1865. He was 
1875, and joined the Oxford it, and acted from 1875 to 1 
secretary to the International Society for the Uodification of the Law 
Nations. In 1886 he was ted Queen's Advocate at 
and subsequently filled the post of attorney-General of the Windward 
Islands, and in 1898 was appointed a puisne juige in Mauritius. 


APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Epwarp Ricuarp Haewny, 0.8.I., Inspector-General of Police, 
Bengal, at present acting as Chief of the Civil Police Department at 
Johannesburg, has been appointed an Assistant Commissioner of Police for 
pede avre = in the place of Mr. Robert Anderson, O.B , LL.D., who is 

ut to retire. 


i 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLvtions. 
James Brat and Witut1am Henry Tanrsar, solicitors, Exeter. The said 
William Henry Tarbet will carry onthe said practice at 14, 





Tespectively, and five at Gray’»-inn. 
last year Was thirty-three. 


term-of 


Exeter, aforesaid, under the style or firm of Friend & Tarbet. Apri! 15. 
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Watter James Westcott Bearp and Tuomas Gzorce Bzarp, solicitors, 
(Thomas Beard & Sons), 10, Basinghall-street, London. March 18. 


Tuomas Parry Jones Parry and Wiii1am Roserr Evans, solicitors 
(Jones Parry & W. R. Evans), Wrexham. 31. 
[ Gazette, April 19. 





GENERAL. 
Mr. Justice Bucknill is stated to be progressing favourably. 


A curious innovation on long-established practice is, says the Albany 
Law Journal, about to be tried in Montana, where an Act has been passed 
that requires the judge to charge the jury before the coun-el sum up. 
Lawyers generally will watch this strange experiment with much interest. 


Mr. Joseph Brown, K.C., who entered upon his 93rd year on the 4th 
of April. was so seriously ill lately that his medical attendants gave up all 
hopes of his recovery. The condition of the learned gentleman, however, 
changed for the better last Saturday, and hopes are now entertained of his 
ultimate recovery. 


The annual dinner of the Hardwicke Society, at which the distinguished 
French advocate, Maitre Labori, will be the principal guest, will take 
place in the King’s Hall of the Holborn Restaurant on Wednesday, the 
5th of June. The Lord Chancellor and the Lord Uhancellor of Ireland 
will also be present. 


A correspondent of the Times says it is understood that the vacant 
mastership in the King’s Bench Division, caused by the resignation of Mr. 
Manley Smith, will not be filled up just at present, as it is rumoured 
there is likely to be some re-arrangement of the existing staff of taxing 
and other masters of the division. 


There is a tale, says the Daily Telegraph, of an elderly conveyancer who, 
after growing old ia the abbreviated atmosphere of *“‘ trees., exors., and 
admors.,’’ and the like, took orders, and became a country vicar. It is 
alleged that the first time he read Mark viii 24 to bis parishioners he 
caused the blind man to say: ‘‘ I see men as trustees walking.”’ 


The following are the circuits chosen by the judges for the coming 
summer assizes: North-Eastern Circuit, the Lord Chief Justice and 
Bruce, J.; South-Eastern, Mathew and Lawrance, JJ.; Oxford, Day and 
Bigham, JJ.; Midland, Wright and Phi'limore, JJ.; Western, Wiils and 
Kennedy, JJ.; North Wales, Grantham, J.; South Wales, Channell, J. ; 
Northern, Ridiey and Bucknill, JJ. 


A story is told, says the American journal Case and Comment, of an Illinois 
attorney who argurd to the court one after another of a series of very weak 
points, none of which seemed to the court to have any merit, until the 
court tinally said: ‘* Mr. , do you think there is anything in these 
points?’ to which the attorney answered: ‘‘ Well, judge, pernaps there 
isn’t much in any one of them alone, but I didn’t know bus your honour 
would kind of bunch ’em.’’ 


America, says the St. James’s Gazette, has a parallel to the great 
Thellusron wili case. The laws of Connecticut are silent on the subject of 
the will of a millionaire named Plant, woo has lately lef: an estate of four 
miliions sterling. The testator declares that the estate is not to be: dis- 
tributed until its value is £60,000,000. Probably the law courts will bring 
common senre to bear on the will, and ensure the just distribution of the 
£4,000,000 in hand rather than wait for generations of quarrelling over the 
£60,000,000 in the bank. 


Lord Justice Rigby adjourned Appeal Court No. 2 on Thursday in 
last week in consequence of indisposition. It is understood, says the 
Times, that he has nut been very well lately, and will probably take a rest 
for a time from his judicial duwes. There are enough King’s Bench 
inte:locutory appeals to occupy Appeal Court No. 2 during tue present 
week, to hear which two Lords Justices only are required. After this, 
should Lord Justice Rigby be still absent, it is very probable that the 
Lord Chief Justice will preside in the appeal Court in his place. 


At the Bow-rtreet police-court on Wednesday, Frederic Deakin, 
solicitor, was charged on remand with misappropriating money entrusted 
to his safe custody and with obtaining money by false pretences. The 
prisoner, who was committed for trial, said he would reserve his defence, 











but he wirhed to point out that, in regard to the allegation of his having 
mirappropriated £26 paid him to brief Mr. Uharles Mathews, the latier 
Was at the time goi»g on a long holiday, and as he could not appear he 
instructed other counsel, for whose cervices he paid 11 guineas. 


The annus] dinner of the Law Students’ Debating Society will take 
place at the Hotel Cecil on Monday, the 13th of May, wen the Right Hon. 
Lord Alverstone, G.C.M.G., Lord Ohief Justice of England, will pre-ide ; 
and amougst thore who are expected to be present are: The Hon. Mr. 
Justice Bigham, Mr. E. W. Garrett (metropoliian magistrate), Dr Blake 

ere, K.C., the Hon. Alfred Lyttelton, K C., M.P., mr. W. H. Upjohn, 
K.C., and Mr. Robert Ellett (president of the Incorporated Law Society). 


The last Great Seal of Queen Victoria, which, says the Daily News, 





owing to the uew reign, must be replaced by another Great Seal, has | 
probably been in use tor a shorter period than any other Great Seal. On 
the 28th of May, 1900, Mr. Powell Williams, who was then Financial 
to the War Office, announced incidentally, when answering a | 

question in rejation to the South African War Medal, that Mr. de sauiles | 
lately designed and execukd a new Great fecal. Three 

days afterwards, Mr. Hanbury gave information, which is not, so 
far as we are aware, elsewhere procurabie, with 
the normal period of we of a Great Seal and to the cost of 
ite execution. We quote from the Parliamentary Debates: ‘In 





1897 (said Mr. Hanbury) it was represented to the Treasury that the 
present Seal had been in use for nearly twenty years, or twice as longa 
the average time during which previous Great Seals had lasted. New 
Great Seals were made in 1838, 1860, and 1878. Since 1878 many 
docum-nts which had formerly to pass the Great Seal have, unde 
statute, been impressed with a wafer instead. It was also stated that the 
mechanical parts of the Great Seal were worn out, and that the fittip 
and ornaments had become sensibly defaced. ‘The mechanical part ang 
fillings are not, of course, a. part of the Seal. The Seal itself, I am 
informed, requires careful cleaning, but there may be technical difficultigg 
in the way ot sending the Seal to be cleaned or refitted. The cost of the 
1838 Seal is not known. That made in 1860 cost £413, and that of 1878 
£513. The new one will cost £400.” 


COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Recistzaks 1x ATTENDANCE ON 














Date Emercency Appgat Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
_— TA. No. KEKEWICH. Byrrng, 
Monday, April .........29° Mr. Carrington Mr. Farmer Mr. Pemberton Mr. Church 
en erebe-evcascecees OO Church King Jackson Greswell 
oy. Greswell Farmer Pemberton Chureh 
2 Lavie King Jackson Greswell 
3 Jackson Farmer Pemberton Church 
4 Pemberton King Jackson Greswell 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Harpy, FaRrweE.u. Buck.ey. JOYCE, 
Monday, April ......... 29 Mr, Pugh Mr. Godfrey Mr. Lavie Mr. Beal 
DUesday rccsceroceesseveeedO Beal Leach Carrington Pugh 
Wednesday, May ...... 1 Pugh Godfrey Lavie Leach 
Thursday .. .. so Beal Leach Carrington Godfrey 
Friday .... 3 Pugh Godfrey Lavie King 
Saturday . 4 Beal Leach Carrington Farmer 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1901. 
(Continued from p. 434.) 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORUVE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 


(General List.) 
1900. 


In reA W Dunn Brinklow v Singleton appl of petnr Barr from order af 
Mr Justice Byrne, dated June 10,1900 July 14 

In re Hayes Turnbullv Hayes appl of deft C E Hayes from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated June 19, 1900 July 18 

Inre Woolnough Fuller v Woolnough appl of pitff from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated June 23, 1900 July 20 

Earl of Lonsdale v Countess of Berchtoldt appl of Sir J M Scott from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 18, 1900 July 25 

Inre Winstone Winterbotham v Winstone app! of deft G A Winstone 
from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated July 16, 1900. July 26 

In re Frith Newton v Rolfe appli of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated March 1, 1900 (produce order) March17 In re Frith 
Newton v Rolfe appl of defts W E Rolfe & anr from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, on further consideration, dated May 24, 1900 (to 
come on together) July 30 

Goodwin v The Ivory Soap Co appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated July 25, 1900, and motion for further evidence by order, 
Nov 7, 1900 July 30 

Bowden v Watts appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice: Buckley, dated 
June 28, 1900 (proauce order) Aug 1 

W Marshall & Coldv AH Bull ld appl of defts Petty & Sons ld from 
order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated July 7, 1900 (produce order) Aug 2 

Aseets Development Co ld v Close Bros & Co appl of pitffs from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 27,1900 (so May 7) Aug 8 

Hildersheimer v W & F Faulkner ld appl of defts Ward F Faulkner ld 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 7, 1900 Aug 8 

In re Marquis of Aylesbury Wilmot v Gardiner appl of Messrs Skinner 
& Oo from order of Mz Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated July 17,1900 Aug? 

Curtis v Baines appl of J G Baines and S Baines from order of Official 
Referee, dated May 21,1900 Aug 9 

Warren v Brown appl of pitff from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
Aug 8, 1900 Aug 10 

In re Malcolm Hay Hay v School, &c, of Antiqnity appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 26,1900 Aug 10 

In reHey Perkins v Hey appl of deft E J Stocks from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated July 19, 1900 Aug 10 

Inderwick v Tatchell ‘Tatchell v Lindner Inderwick vy Inderwick appl 
of pliff in first action from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 2/, 
1900 Aug 14 

In re Knapp Tarver v Tarver appl of pliff from order of Mr Justice 
Buckley, dated June 13, 1900 Aug 14 

In re Bowyer Woolmer v Jones appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Aug 8, 1900 Aug 15 


reference to | Pelham Olinton v Duke of Newcastle appl of pltff from order of Mr 
15 


| 
i 


Justice Buckley, dated Aug 3, 1900 Aug 
In re the Barrow Homatite Steel Co ld & reduced and In re the Companies 
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Acts, 1867 & 1877 appl of Barrow Hamatite, &c Co from order of Mr 
Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Aug 11,1900 Augl5 | 

Quartermaine v Kent, Sussex & General Land Soc appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Oozens-Hardy, dated Aug 11, 1900 (produce order) 


Aug 16 : : 

falyv Rumsey Green v Rumsey appl of pltff J C Holly & deft ES 
Holly from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 5, 1900 (s o for 
Judge’s Certificate that he dves not require any further argument) 
Aug 16 : 

In sy Crick & Ellison & V & P Act, 1874. appl of F Crick & anr from order 

of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 13, 1900 Aug 17 


1901. 


Inre The Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In ye The Melbourne Brewery & 
Distillery ld appl of petnr G@_B Weiland from order of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated Lec 19, 1900 Jan 2 

Bradford Dyers Assoc. 1d v Bury appl of pliffs from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated Jan 15, 1901 (produce order) Jan 23 

In re Moulton Price y Hyde appl of deft E F Hyde from order of 
Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Jan 21,1901 Jan 28 

Chapman v Browne appl of dft from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, 
dated Aug 11,1900 Feb4 

Meir v Bratt appl of deft G. Hemmersley & ors from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Nov 23, 1900 Feb5 

Hughes v Hicklin appl of pitff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
lec 7, 1900 Feb 5 

Daniels v Webster appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated 
Jan 18, 1901 (produce order) Feb 6 

The Bagot Pneumatic Tyre Cold v The Clipper Pneumatic Tyre Co ld 
appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 5, 1900 
Feb 6 

The Mayor, &c, of Wolverhampton v The British Electric Traction Co ld 
appl of deits from order, dated Dec 20, 1900 Feb7 

Inre Marten Shaw v Marten appl of deft Percy Shaw from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne. dated Dec 13, 1900 Feb7 

In re Clarke Foster v Clarke appl of defts A H P Olarke & ors from 
order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Jan 23, 1901 Feb7 

Hunt v Luck appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Oct 30, 
1900 Feb 9 

Maddock v Bridges (Manchester District Registry) appl of deft Ellen 
Dearden & ors from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Dec 1, 1900 
Feb 12 

Inre The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re The Buluwayo Con- 
solidated Goldfields 1d appl of A D Cochrane & anr from order of Mr 
Justice Wright, dated Jan 16, 1901 Feb 12 

Inre Fowler Murray v Roeder appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated Feb 8, 1901 Feb 13- 

Hellyer v Archer Burton appl of deft Henry Gibbon from order of Mr 
Justice Buckley, dated Nov 23,1900 Feb 15 

Attenborough v Clifford appl of deft LS Olifford from order of Mr 
Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Feb 12,1901 Feb 15 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re Ebenezer Roberts & 
Sons ld appl of R. W. Baxter from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy 
(Winding Up), dated Jan 1, 1901 (produce order) Feb 18 

Lady Bateman v Faber appl of deft G D Faber from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Jan 11,1901 Feb 20 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890 and In reJ Norfolk & Sons, ld 
appl of H OC Wasmuth and anr from order of Mr Justice Buckley, 
dated Feb 15, 1901 Feb 22 

Inre Bullen Muspratt Williams v Howe appl of deft J N Bullen from 
order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Jan 17, 1901 Feb 23 

In re Courage Uourage v Vans Leckie app) of detts C F Courage and 
ors from order of Mr Jusiice Farwell, dated Nov 8, 1900 Feb 26 

Inre King King v King appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Farwell, 
dated Jan 16, 1901 Feb 27 

Inre Ulifford Smith v Clarke appl of defcs from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Oct 26.1900 Feb 27 

In re Clifford Smith v Ularke appl of pltffs from part of order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated uct 26, 1900 (counter-claim) Feb 27 

Diprose v Belgravia Hotels Cold appl of pltff from order of Mr Jastice 
Joyce, dated Nov 27, 1900 Feb 27 

Glam rganshire Uanal Navigation Co v Nixon’s Navigation Cold appl of 
detts from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Jan 14, 1901 Feb 28 

In re J Blundell, In re The Trustee Act, 1893, and In re Tne Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881 appl of M A Spurrock from order of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated Feb 19, 1901 (produce order) Feb 28 

In re The Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re The British Drying Co ld 
appl of G H stutfields from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated Jan 18, 
1901 March 1 

Inre An Arbitration between George Bell & The Mayor, &c, of Totnes 
and the Arbitra'ion Act, 1889 appl of G Bell from order of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated Feb 8, 1901 March 2 


FRUM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 


In re Aston Hig-on v Aston appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated Jan 11, 1901 (produce order) Jan 26 

Hoxton Brewery Uo Ki v Henry Lovibond & Son ld appl of defts Henry 
Lovibond & Son ld trom order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Feb 1, 1901 
peeives order) March 1 

Williams vy ram appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated 
Feb 26, 1901 (produce order) March 1 

Bevan vy Webb appl of pitff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 


Divorce Oountess Cowley (pe 


Kénig Bros vy W Brandt & Son & Co appl of pltffs from order of Mr 


Justice Buckley, dated March 26, 1901 (produce order) April 2 
tnr) v Earl Cowley (re pt) appl of petnr 
from order of Mr Justice Karnes, dated March 23, 1901 April 2 


The Stourbridge Urban District Council v Cathcart appl of M Cathcart, 


in person, from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated March 22, 1901 
April 4 
FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1900. 


Rickaby (petnr) v Rickaby (respt), Mackenzie & Swift (co-respts) appl of 
petnr from order of Mr Justice Barnes, dated June 21, 1900 July 2 


Synge v Synge appl of petnr from order of The President, dated May 
Aug 2 


21, 1900 

1901. 
AJ Harries v AE Harries appl of co-respt C Gregory from order of The 
President, dated Dec 12,1900 Jan 16 
Abdy, M F,v Abdy, WN appl of petnr from order of The President, 
dated Jan 14,1901 March 23 


FROM THE COUNLrY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(General List.) 
900 


1 
Owen v Legg appl of deft’s legal personal representative from order of 
Vice-Chancellor of County Palatine of Lancaster, dated Nov 15, 1900 


Dec 8 
1901. 


Charlton v Bourke Appl of defts from order of the Vice-Chancellor of 
County Palatine of Lancaster, dated Dec 11, 1901, & motion to appoint 
expert to come on with the appeal, by order (produce order) Jan 15 

Formby v Fenton appl of deft A M Formby from order of the Vice- 
Chancellor of County Palatine of Lancaster, dated Nov 12, 1900 (s o not 
before June 4) Feb 5 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re Bastable, F (expte The Trustee) from an order of the Divisional 
Court sitting in Bankruptcy, made on the 25th March, 1901, allowing the 
appeal with costs and declaring that the Trustee was bound to perform 


a certain contract between the Bankrupt and Mary Anne Silverstone or 
disclaim the lease, the sudject matter of the coutract, if so required 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved. 
(Final List.) 
Leslie & Oo ld v The Managers of the Metropolitan Asylums District appl 
of pltffs from judgt of Justices Bigham and Phillimore, dated April 2, 
1900 (c av March 29) 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1900 


Attey & anrv Forsluid & Sons appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated Aug 6, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Aug 20 

Vivian v Port Talbot Ry & Docks Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Phillimore, dated July, 1900, without jury, Midilevex Aug 22 

Marwood v Taylor appl of pltff trom jadgt of Mr. Justice Bigham, dated 
July 12, 1900, witnout jury, Middlesex Sept 12 ; r 

Sauders v Minstreli appli of pl'ff from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated 
Aug 20, 1900, without jury, Warwick sept 17 . 

Tilbury v Hood appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated June 
21, 1900, Middlesex Sept 24 

Prescott, Dimsdale, Cave, Tugwell & Cold v Wright appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated Aug 2, 1900, without jury, 
Middlesex Oct 17 

In the Matter of Robert Fairer Maron, a solr, and In re Solicitors Act, 
1888 appl of solr from judgt of Justices Kennedy and Darling, dated 
Aug 3, 1900 Oct 23 

Campion & Uo v Valeutine Extract Cold & ors appl of pltffs from ju 
of Mr Justice Darling, dated July 21, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Uct 25 

The Steamship Balmoral Co ld v Marten appl of pliffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bigham, dated Aug 11, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Nov 2 

Macdonald & anr v Faulkner appl of defts trom judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated Oct 25, 1900, without jury, Middlesex (stay of execu- 
tion pending appeal) Nov 5 

Law:her v Black appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
Oct 30, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Nov 8 

Baker, Freeman & Co v Tottenbam appl of pitif from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling, da:ed Nov 2, 1900, witaout jury, Middlesex Nov 9 

Marsden & Sons v Capital & Counties New-paper Co ld and Bottomley 
appl of deft Bottomley from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated Nov 1, 
1900, common jury, Middlesex Nov 16 

Ward v Fry appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 
12, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Nov 17 

Marks v Pape appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
Nov 5, 1900, — jury, Middlesex Nov 17 , 

Paul. Boyer ld v Edwards appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, 


dated Nov 5, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Nov 17 





18, 1901 (produce order) March 25 
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1901. 


The Attorney-Gen v Walter Winans and Louis William Winans (Revenue 
Side) appl of deft from judgt of Justices Kennedy and Phillimore, 
dated Nov 28, 1900 Jan1l 

The Power Die Printing Syndicate 1d vy Johnston appl of pltffa from 
a of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Dec 20, 1900, without a jury, 

ddlesex Jan 4 

Payne v Eladen appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Dec 
17, 1900, with a common jury, Middlesex Jan 10 

Kennedy & Pantlin v Gains appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
_—. dated Dec 18, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex (security ordered) 

an 1 

Richelmann & anr v Verner appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated Nov 7, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex Jan 22 

London Oounty Council v Great Central Railway Co appl of deft company 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Jan 16, 1901, without a jury, 
Middlesex Jan 24 

Leach v Arber appl of deft from jndgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 
Jan 14, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Jan 24 

In the Matter of the Finance Act, 1894, and In the Matter of estate duty 
pas able upon the death of Col Geo’ Augustus Vernon (Revenue Side) 
appl of ad from judgt of Justices Kennedy & Philiimore, dated 

ov 27,1900 Jan 26 

The British Electric Traction Co ld v The Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue (Revenue Side) appl of respts from judgt of Justices Kennedy 
& Phillimore, dated Nov 27,1900 Jan 29 

Doyle & anr v Ooles (by original action) Coles v Doyle & ors appl of 
Thomas E Ooles, deft in counterclaim, from judgt of Mr Justice 
Grantham, dated Oct 25 1900, without a jury, Middlesex Jan 29 

Eliis y Watson appl of pl ff from order of Mr Justice Channell, dated 
Jan 19 1901, without a jury, Middlerex Feb 1 

Sali-bury Jones v The Joint Stock Institute 1d & anr appl of deft 
Bottomley from ord+r of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Dec 19, 1900, without 
a jury, Middlesex Feb1 

Holdsworth v Richardson & Salmon appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Mathew, dated Jan 28, 1901, without a.jury, Middlesex Feb 4 


FROM THE KIN@’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1901. 


London & Norttern Bank ld v George Newnes ld appl of defts from order 
of Mr Justice Day, dated March 13, 1901 March 15 

Ashton & Cold v Earle appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 
March 18, 1901 March it] 

Jacobi v Kelsen & Watts appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Day, 
dated March 14, 1901 March 20 

Webb & anrv Creber appl of pitffs from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 
March 11, 1901 March 21 

Nelson v Ro-enberg appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 
March 18, 1901 March 21 

Bowes, Scott & West-rn ld v Tregertha Downs Mines 1d appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Day, dated March 14, 1901 March 22 

Waters v Bousfield & anr appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Day, 
dated March 18,1901 March 27 

Whittell v California Fig Syrup Co appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Day, dated March 8, 1901 March 28 

Veil and anr v A. Brett & Co appl of defts from order of Mr. Justice Day, 
dated March 22,1901 March 29 

Societa Bancaria Milanese vy Luca Andremi appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Day, dated March 25,1901 March 29 

Houssart v Prince and anr appl of deft from order of Mr. Justice Day, 
dated March 20, 1901 April 2 

Daweon v Wellesiey appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 
March 25,1901 April 2 

The Welsbach Incangescent Gas Light Co 1d v Williams appl of deft 
from order of Mr Justice Lay, dated March 25,1901 April 2 

The King on the Prosecution of the Dean & Chapter of Chester v The 
Bishop of Chester & the Rev J T Davis (Crown Side) appl of the 
Bishop ef Ohester from order of Justices Darling & Uhannell, dated 
March 20, 1901 March 30. The Same v The Same (Crown Side) appl 
of the Rev J T Davis from order of Justices Darling and Channell, 
dated March 20, 1901 April 3 The Same v the Same (Crown Side) 
appl of the Governors of King’s School, Chester, from order of 
Justices Darling & Channell, dated March 20,1901 April 3 

Sells v Pocock & ors Pocock & ors y Sells appl of deft Pocock from order 
of Mr Justice Darling, dated March 27,1901 April 3 

Spence we Fay ns v FTE re ee dg appl of the Inspector- 
Geners. m m from order of Mr Justice Day, dat 
March 25, 1901 april 3° . aipawe 

The York City and nty Banking Cold v Lunn and anr appl of deft 
Welch from order of Mr Justice Day, dated April 1, 1901 April 3 

nk a7 a pep of deft from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 

’ Pp’ 
Wigeete: v Pope and Absolute Life Arsce Cold appl of pitff from order 
Mr Justice Ridley, dat-d March 29, 1901 April 4 
Tapp v Brayshaw —s pitf from order of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 
Jones & P v Pi & Jones 


ch 26,1901 Ap , 
appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 
Day, dated April1, 1901 A af ’ 


v 
i 22"t901 gata tf from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 





~ 


From County Covrr. 
In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
1900. 


In the Matter, &c -Margaret Bevan, applicant vy Orawshay Bros, Oyfarthy' 
ld, respts (Crown side) appl of bam from award of County Cong 
(Glamorgansbire, Merthyr Tydfil), dated July 12,1900 Augl 

In the Matter, & Daniel Ayres, applicant v. Richard Smith Buck 
respt appl of respt from award of County Court (Middlesex, Brentford), 
dated Jan 31, 1901 (part heard March 13) In the Matter, & Wi 
Wheale, applicant v The Rhymney Iron Co 1d, respts (Crown Gide) 
appl of respts from awerd or County Oourt (Monmouthebire, Tredegar), 
5 wd Feb al 1901 me the — me yep me v The 

ymne m Co 1d, re wn appl o: irom award of 

County Court (Monmouthshire, Tree), dated Feb 12, 1901 

The above three appeals to stand over after judgment. given in Lyson 
v Knowles, inthe House of Lr rds (by order) 

In the Matter, &¢ W E Jones (an infant) by William Williams next 
friend, applicant v Lawrence & Nicol, respts (Crown Side) appl ot 
applicant from award of County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dat 

an 24, 1901 (s o generally) Feb 14 

In the Matter, &c Thowas Trebarne Howell, applicant v. Mordey, 
Carney & Oo ld, respts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of 
County Court (Monmouthehire, Newport), dated Feb 14, 1901 Mareh5 

In the Matter, &¢ Thomas Hughes, applicant v The ger ge Tron Oo id, 
respts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of Uounty 
| 9 amma Tredegar), dated Feb 12, 1901 (security o 

arch 5 

In the Matter. &¢ Daniel Williams, applicant v The ey bem Co Md, 

respts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of County Court 
1 nae Tredegar), dated Feb 12, 1901 (security ordered) 
arch 5 

In the Matter, &c Sarah Ann John, applicant v The Albion Ooal Qo ld, 
respts (Crown Side) appl of applcant trom award of County Court 

(Glamorgansbire, Ponty omy dated Feb 15, 1901 March 5 

In the Matter, &c Alice t, applicant v William Cubitt & Oo M, 

respts (Crown Side) a of respts from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, Brompton), dated Feb 18, 1901 March 8 

In the Matter, &¢ Edward Ellis, et v William Oory & Son ld, 
respts (Crown Side) appl of “PPh ant from award of County Court 
(Kent, Woolwich), dated Feb 27, 1901 (security ordered) March 12 

In the Matter, &¢ Christopher McGrath, applicant v Robert Neill & Sons, 
respts (Crown Side) appl of re from award of County Court 
(Lancashire, Manchester), dated Feb 21, 1901 March 14 

In the Matter, &c Martin Reeks, applicant v Kynoch 1d, respondents 
Crown Side appl of respt from award of County Court (Warwickshire, 
Birmingham), dated March 4, 1901 March 14 

In the tter, &c William Howells, applicant v Vivian & Sons, 
respondents Crown Side appl of respte from award of County Oourt 
(Glamorganshire, Neath), dated Feb 22, 1901 March 14 

In the Matter, &c James Jones, applicant v The London & North 
Western Ry Oo, respondents Crown Side appl of resp's from award of 
County Court (Monmouthshire, Tredegar), dated Feb 12, 1901 
March 19 


In the Matter, &c James Bartlett, applicant v Sutton & Sons, respondents 
Crown Side appl of respts from award of County Court (Gloucester, 
Bristol), dated bh 5, 1901 March 19 

In the Matter, &¢ Henry Ellicon, applicant v George longi. & Sons, 
respondents Crown Side appl of respte from award of Oounty Court 
(Yorkshire, Sheffield', dated March 7, 1901 March 20 

In the Matter, &c William Joseph Lawrence, applicant v J Spencer, 
re t Crown Side appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, City ef London Court), dated March 5, 1901 March 25 

In the Matter, &c Florence and Emily Wilmott, infants (by their 
mother), Alice Wilmott, applicants v John Paton, respt (Orown Side) 
appl of respt from award of County Court (Moomouthshire, Pontypool), 
dated March 13, 1901 March 27 

In the Matter, &¢ William Lee, applicant v The Cortonwood Collieries 
Oo ld (Crown Side) *ppl of applicant from award of Oounty 
Court (Yorkshire, Rotherham), dated March 22,1901 March 29 

In the Matter, &c Jane Pryce, applicant v The Penrikyber Navigation 
Oo) Co 1d, respts (Crown Side) appl of respts from award of 
Court eee, Aberdare and Mountain Ash), dated March 11, 
1901 March 

In the Matter, &c Ellen Fennell, applicant v The Tredegar Iron & 
Coal Co ld, r spts (Orown Side) appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Monmouthshire, Tredegar), dated March 12,1901 April 2 

In the Matter, & Thomas Fitzpatrick, applicant v The Hindley Field 
Colliery Co, re-pts (Crown Side) appl of respte from award of County 
Oourt (Lancashire, Wigan), dated March 19, 1901 April 4 


N.B.—The above list contains Chancery, Palatine, and Queen’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals set down to April 4, 1901. 
(Zo be continued.) 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
; May 1.— Memas. J. M. Duncax & Krurvos, of the Mart, of 3, in. Us 


Freehold 
caer: 





4 


NFIELD, at the Mart, at 2:— 
in Newark-on-Trent and 
Isadore 






value £7,826; 68; 
serv paige ines MAY ee 
; lady aged 71. J 


Trust Eetete, Railway and 
"s te, Railway Geceiin Pode. 


3 


other Debentures and Shares. 
vertisements, this week, back page.) 
RESULT OF SALE. 


t the Mart, , Saari, ge Three Small Freehold 
My 9; Rive Lessebolde in Weuington- 
in Burdett-road, £680. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fatway, April 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep mu Caanorry. 


sy Zee Bie Minixe anv Suettixe Co, Luntzep—Creditors are 
d addresses, and the particulars of 


send their names and ad dcbia of cata, to Edvard 
Wells, 66, Coleman st Parker & Co, &t Rectory, Cornhill, solors uidator 
Cotte Parzen Co, Limrrep (1 Monae pd x LiguiDaTor)-—reditors are 
before May 15, to rend their names and 
claims, Thomas Hindle, District Pb ay 
Loxpox anp LancasninE Trust, Liurrep — Petn for windieg up, 
Seton © eS OM Jewry, solors to petners 


Darwen. “Hindle fee Bon 


a o’clock in the after- 
Luarep (1x eager pom aa required, on or why = ty 4 
and addresses, « claims, to 
Smith sq Works Westminster 


cleod, 
Attaszy Unitep Tramways anp Omnisus Co, Louw (IN on Sr 
and addresses, and 


age Repel by tem dg 2 
claims, to Lee & Ha:sal, 6, Lord at, Liverpool 


London Gasette.—Tuzspay, April 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep m Cmarczry. 
Anoio-Amznican ave wy for 
te be heard on Jarvis, 


the particulars of their debts or 


Birt: 


2 ty da eye 
are req on or e June 7, to sep 
of their debts or claims, to Robert William 
Cursarzake Srzam Sure (o Luonrep (1x LiquipaTion); Dztaware Steam Sur Co, 
Laurep (ry Liquipation); Gzyzsre Steam 8u1P Co, Lanrep (1x Liquipation); &UDSON 
LACKAWANNA STEAM 
MITED (IN pean Orrawa STzam 
Suir Co, (ney (1x ag many ig 3 , 2 — Sream Sure Vo, Lanrep (1x Liquipa- 
TED (1x LiquipaTion) ; TuscaRoRa 
Co, Lnursap —_ LiquiwaTion) 
as their names 


Sream Sup Co —- (iw yy 


; Suwayse 8rzam Sure Co, Laur 

ep (1x Liquipation); Wrenawken Steam Suir 
the above are required, on or before June 1, 

debts or daims, to William A. 


Excision ‘Gow Miyes or Barrise Cotumsra, Lonrep (1x Liquipation) — 
yop - 4b TO and 


i 
: 


Motor Vax axp Wacor Co, Lame Contos are Lp ay on or 


alter Dongeetela” ¢.0, Steadman & Van Praagh, 23, 
(ERS, = required, on or 


£ ek 


iy 
§ 








fe 
ss aav 





{ 


upton Tramways Co, —w~ Fy + 
and add 
Godtray & Selby, 11, Old Jewry chmbrs 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Dar ov Cram. 
London Gasette-—Farpay, April 5, 


CaLpwEL1, Gzoncr, West Lancs, Gentleman May 8 Caldwell v Caldwell, 
Da 110, Bath May 4 Davis v Davies, Cozens-Hardy, J Bevir, Devereux chmbrs, 


J 
“aT fae d anemne dk ng ur Frome May4 Davies vy Witts, Cozeme- 


London Gasette.—Tunspay, April 9. 

Ruwrarts, Taomas, Liverpool May 30 Quiggin v Ridpath, Farwell, J Style, Liverpool 
London Gasette.—Faivay, April 19. 

GasxeE.L, Txo North Ashton, nr Wigan, Nail Manufacturer May 18 Gaskell ¥ 


, Manchester 
Pou. Jane, a res, South Kenningeza "Afay 21 Pollard v Pollard, Kekewich, J 





London Gazette.—Tusspay, A ril 23. 


Fuses, Joan, Ge Beet, Bisainghem, Cugediee May 20 Marklew v Turner, 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Tunspay, April 9. 


: an, ee oo Bausnvar, Hampeteed salay i’ Sedge geage & i, Gt George st 





BEAUMONT, JOE, =< Chester May ll 

— ces Atice, Gt Crosby, nr py ~~ Payne & Frodsham, 
Box, Jaret; Winnie, Manitoba, Canada May 31 Munns & Longden, Old 

Browy, MaTTHIAsS , Dah ,Davon Jane 29 Tozer tO Dewich 
Brown, — Gover, Ball Apeil $0 White, a 
CHALLIs Sapau, 
CLose, Fasorncx, Neweatle upon -¥ .-, *-. 1: Richardson & Elder, Newcastle upon 
Daviss, Benen, Bolton May23 Gree Bolton 
Groncs, Susanxan, Alperton st, Queen’s May 4 Francis & st 
Goon, ume, Seo Hamilton ter, 8t John’s,Wood May 31 Haghes & . New 


Sanz, Seven, Rew, Southern Rhodesia, Mining Prospector May 31 Munns & 


Hi _s. Liverpool May 25 Lawson & 
Taxe, Tuomas Stele ab Trent Upholsterer Apeil rg tk meray & Moody, Tunstall, 


Staffs 
Litty, Jouy, Kersal, Merchant May 13 Slater & Co, Manchester 
Morzew., Jonwn WILLIAM, Staffs, Merchant April 22 Shakespeare & Co, 


| Merman ICHARD Hutcurson, John st, Bedford row, Solicitor June 1 Mee & Co, 
Sracam, Captain Duptey Gruivm, B A, Capetown, South Africa May 15 Hulberts & Co, 
Guuntn, Whoa aie Shipowner May 4 North & Sons, Leeds 
HIBLEY, ILLIAM NRY, A 
aithenbesd A birkephead 


— Fs ‘isburough, ¥ ‘ks Mey‘ib Gnith & Uo, She ficla 

MITH, pet or 

TaRRant, ETT, Amersham, Bucks Cooper, Soles one 

Trickery, "een 2, Wokingham, Berks we Sargeant & Haye, "Wokingham 


London Gasette.—Fuipay, April 12. 
Barty, Margaret Sornta, Patshull rd, Kentish Town June 24 Withalls & Belton, 
Bedfurd row 


Br (narnvoTTs Axx, Hammersmith 27 Sole & Co, Aldermanbury 
Boor, Jom Drxox, * Ra a June il & Youll, Newcastle upon 
more treasures tenes hth Bak ie May 15 Ward & Co, 


Brows, Ji Soutbawpton May 15 Greaves, Serjeants’ inn 

Shown, Sous Onsahate, Welbeot st, Cavendish oq, Surgeon May 12 Bruce & Stoddart, 
Br J i , Green 15 Greaves, jeante’ inn 

} wae pny prediord ne ine Gaunt & Ca baatens we 

Butman, Joszepn Henny, Newport, Mon, | mee A = Ageat May 4 Evans, Newport, 


fon 
Campse.t, Susan, Cromwell ri May 22 hen Dertan Baitelk 
Guanan’ Antaur, M y tA —— a st, Pall Mall 
Coorsr, Fraxcis, Yorks, Inahove Sia May 20 & Son, Ripon 

Cnossiey, Mary, Rochdale Rochdale 

a, Haxny aig UR Newton May 8 Brennand, Sturminster 


ee. Jous Hvrouesox, Surbiton, Surrey Augi Dowse New inn 

Gorro, Sarak ANNE, eybridge May 1 Pencock & Goddard, Gray's inn 

Griasoy, Fraxozs a ee Se Foz, on Thames 
Haxprxo, Jony, Brixton Junel Tiling, chmbrs, 

Hupsow, Szuima, Littlebury, Lencs May Chadwick, Rochdale 

Bupsox, Wiit1am, Pudsey, York, Butcher May tl Banks &(o Bradford 

Jacxsoy, EvizassTu Mary, Kensington May 2 By Queen Victoria st 


EK . M ANNE, 1 Boote & Co, 
TLYERT, ii Serene bee tr Apel 





Ryow es, fg te Dineen Mar i Tweed & Co. 
Lawrney, Jones Southsea Son, Portemouth 
Netsox, Eowarp, Upper Felt Manufacturer June 80 Mathews & Co, 


et 
Newrox, Tuomas Deaxz, Woodspeen, Lore mead et = Ss | ay ‘indn 


Papapacky, THeo! 
+t 
Porn, Groncr Heway, ra, Kensal Green, Fine Art Dealer May 15 Greaves, 


Posxo, bEsNaRD Mavarce South Audley st May 90 


aS ee ee = 


Rawor.ry, ANN, 


Serves Tomas, “laughton, Chester 11 Teefford & thwich 
Ricuarpson, IsaBRia, » Yorks Mar ¢ Jewel & Om Our 








Rite Ba Burma, 9 Wingate, ot Throgmortoa 
prom ight er Joux Guanes DDy late Bishop of Liverpool May 14 Gemen & Oc, 
. bob & 
fe nga " jicapoot May 18 Joiner St Cripps & Co, Tunbridge Wells 
BA, oi oe 
Watrox, Tuox Freoees Walton, 8;denham 


Wineaa’ Biman, rine 1 Wek & doa, Le ‘ Bk 
. N iN 
man Jom = 2. a a Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 


A 1 
Woon, Gonvor Bos ano Leav, Craven Arma, May 16 Hulberts & Co, 





Clovelly Mansions, Holborn May 2 Raynes vy Alison, 


Auisoy, Mu. Tae ae 


Wi J I Button, Lincoln 3s Moarop & Moarop, Long Sutton 
alt Crp Leen 7 a aE nh a 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gazette.—Faivay, April 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Astox, Exocu, Wednesfield, Staffs, Bult Manufacturer 


Walsall Pet March2i Ord April it 


| 
Avezatne, Reinpert Gerrit Vos Van, Wolverhampton, | DixkeLsPreL, WiiLtam, Cannon st, 
Bedstead Manufacturer Wolverhampton Pet March 28 


Ord April 15 


Baxer. James, Water James, and Tuomas Brows, Hall, 
Ord 


Braver, Jouy, and Roger Muacatroyp, Yeadon, Worsted 


Timber Merchants Birmingham Pet Merch 27 
April 11 


Spianers Leeds Pet April i6 O:d Apiil 16 


Brztox, Grorcr Wazp, Nottingham, Lace Hand Notting- ; 


Pet Aprilié Ord April 16 


Beor, Freperick, Handsworth, Painter Birmingham Pet 


April17 Ord April 17 


Buiewett, (Har.tes, Gwennap, Cornwall Truro Pet April 


17_ Ord April 17 
Casz, Joun, Brighton Brighton Pet March 22 Ord April 17 
CLELAND, Dovetas Lutaxr, Rock Ferry, cheshire, Builder 

Birkenhead Pet March 80 Ord April 15 
Ciover Ervyest, Witherosea. Yorks, Bootmaker Kingston 

on Buti Pet Aprii is Ord April i5 
Court Jonw Manwarive Oxford, Licensed Victualler 

Oxford Pet april15 Ord April 15 
Crossiey. Joun T. salisbury sq, Fieetst, Bookmaker High 

‘ourt Pet Feb 24 Ord Aprii 16 
Drvxetsrret, Wittiam Cannon at, Financial Agent High 

Court Pet Aug3 Ord F-b8 
Ecesgrton, Cuaries E, Lyndhurst, D:iryman Southampton 

Pet March #7 Ord April 17 
Exam, Epwarp Artur, Stke Newington, Grocer High 

ourt Pet April is Ord April 17 
Facey, Exyvest R: ert, Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham 

Pet +prid16 Ord apri! 16 
Firzmavgic&, Goprrey Cuarves, Forest Gate, Merchant’s 

therk High Court Pet april16 Ord April 16 
Forp, *ILLIAM fAryay, Shepherd’s Bush, Builder St 
Albans Pet March 15 Ord April 13 

Griuiat. Eppraim Epwaap, West Bridg ford, Notts, Com- 
pee 9 Traveller Nottingham Pet april 16 Ord 
“Pp 
Graxxum, Watter Berietp, Luton, Physician Lutoa 
Pet April 16 Ord April 16 
Greaves, JoHN WitiiAmM, West Bromwich, Watchmaker 
West Bromwich fet April16 Ord April 16 
Hovssy, Ropert Wittiam, Alnwick. Provision Merchant 
Newcastie on Tyne Pet March 28 Ord april 15 
Jupp, JonN, Peterborough King’s Lynn Pet April 15 

Ord April 15 
Marks, Mary 4yx, and Pamir Marks, Penzance, 

Fruiterers Truro Pet April 13 Ord april 13 
Mayriztp, Joux, Grantham, Baker Nuttingham Pet 

March 11 Ord April 15 
Moonrise Gronce, Dunstable, Beds, Farmer Luton Pet 

March 30 Ord April 16 
Morr, Rotanp, Gloucester, Wine Merchant Gloucester 

Pet Aprii 16 Ord aprii 16 
Naytoz, Forsampe, Bolsover, Detby, General Outfitter 

Chestestield Pet April15 Ord April 15 
Pak, Exizazetu, Broadbempston, Devons, Baker Exeter 

Pet apriti6é Ord April 16 
Parkes, A W, Lewes Lewea Pet April3 Ord April 16 
Pickarp. NEtson &pMunp. Birmingham, Timber Merchant 

Biuminghhm Pet March 22 Ord april 11 
Pixz, Epwarp Jonnx, Barrington rd, Crouch End. Com- 

mercisl Travelier High Court Pet april 16 Ord 

April 1% 
~~ Rochdale Rochdale Pet April10 Ord 

pril 1u 
Roserts Epwarp Glyndyfrdwy, Denbighs, Farmer 

Wrexham Pet April15 «rd April 15 

Roxerts, Owrx Joxes, Colwyn Bay, Denbighs, Clerk 
gor Pet +prill5 Ord April 15 
Roserrs, Wittiam fuomas, Gt Grimsby, Ships’ Iron- 

monger «torm»by Pet April i6 Ord April 15 
Rocexs, Rocer, Mardy. Glam, Coilier Pontypridd Pet 

aprill5 Od Apiil 15 
Sanpers, TuEovore James, Sheffield, Engraver Sheffield 

Pt Aprul5 Ord April 15 
Swackiapy, Jonx, Halewood, Lancs, Farmer Liverpocl 

Pet april4 Ord April 15 
Suzrgwix, Samvuet Leicester, Hay Merchant Leicest 

Pet Maren 8 0.4 April 17 
Suita Witu1am, Bridlington, Yorks, Tailor Scarborough 





Wootr & Co I,, Duke st, Spitaltields, Boot Manufacturers, 


AvexanpeR, Henpert, Leeds, snginecr 
Astox, Exocn, Darlaston, Staffs, 


Baker, James Water, James, and THomas Brown, Hull, 


Beaver. Jonw and Roczr Muscarroyp, Yeadon, Yorks, 
Bretoy, Gzorce Warp, Nottingham, Lace Hand 


Bror. Freperickx. Handsewo 


| Bextiey, Wiiiram Rosrygoy, Gloucester, Grocer April 27 
| at3 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucestar 
| Bricut, sHomas Henry. Britouferry, Glam April 26 
| at 1230 «Off Ree 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
| Cousens Epwarp James, Surbiton, Surrey. Accountant 
April 26 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Financial Agent 
April 30 at 12 Bansrupte7 bidgs, Carey st 
Dormer, E H, Wetherby pl, 8 Kensiogton April 26 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs. Carey st 
Fortesove, Wittram Lewis Bateman, Orlingbury, 
Northampton, Farmer April 27 at12 Off Rec, Bridge 

st, Noithampton 
Gant, Bevsamis, Norwich, Builder April 27 at 12 Off 
Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 
Hovussy, Rosert Wiii1am Alnwick, Northumberland. 
Mioeral Water Manufacturer April 29 at 1130 Off 
Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Hvurcurxson, Juny, Newesstle on Tyne Pianoforte Dealer 
April 26 at 1130 Off Kec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyne 
Keuiz, Jouns, Liverpool, Watchmaker April 29 at 2.30 
Off Rec. 35, Victoria st. Liverpool 
Marks Mary Awx, and Puitie Marxs. Penzance, 
p—yaeee April 29 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 
' uro 
Movnrrary, Percrvat, Kiogston upon Hu'l. Vaccination 
Officer April 2iat11 Off Rec, Trinity Houselo, Hu'l 
ALK, EizaBeTH Broadhemopston, evons, Baker 
May 2at1045 Off Rec, 13 Bedfo:d circ, Exeter 
Peace, JosepH, Sand:scre, Derhys,.Warmer April 26 
atll Off Ree, 47, Full st, Derby: 
Peas. G B, Brompton, Wine Merchant April 25 at 12 
Bankruotey b dgs Carey st 
Puitiirs ANGELO BERNARD, Palace Gates ri, Wood Green 
april 29 at12 Off Rec. 95. Lemple chm‘rs, Temple av 
Rees, Stersen Davin. Narbeth. Pemoroks, Lcensed 
Victualler April 26 at 1230 Temp:rance Hall, 
Pembroke Dock 
Rocers, KocER, Mardy, ne Pontypridd, Glam, Collier 
April 24at12 185, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Suackiapy. Jouy, Galewood, Lincs, Farmer April 29 
ati2 Off Rec 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Smita, Wiiu1am, Bridlington, Yorks Tailur April £6 at 
11. 24, Newborough Scarborough 
Sreincer, Henry, New Romn-y, Kent Solicitor April 23 
at 3 Queen's av Assembly Room Queen’s av, Hastings 
Tuomas, AtrreD, Burnley, Weaver April 23 at 11.30 
Exchange Hotel, Nichoias st Burnley 
Tuomes Joun, Pengwern, Morriston. Glam April 26 at 12 
Off Rec. 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Tomas. WittiaM, Caerphilly, Glam. Licensed Victualler 
april 26 «t8 185, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Waker, Jonn, and Jonny Watkear, jun. Barnstaple, 
General Drapers April 27 at 1130 Off Rec, 5n, 
Hummet st, Taunton 
Waits Ropert Howey, Houghton le Spriag, Darham, 
Off Rec, 25, John st, 


Contractor April 26 at 3 

Sunderland 

Wesrmoretasp, Joun Tuomas, Horsforth, nr Leeds 

April 26 at11 Off Rec, 22. Park row. Leeds B 

Waire.ock Witi1am, Ainderby Steeple, Yorks, Gray- 
hound Trainer April 29 at 11.30 Court house, | B 

Northallerton 

Witkixs, Watrer Barvarp, Oxford, Builder April 26 
ati2 1, 8t Aidat-’s, Oxford 

Wit.iams, Toomas Jenxin, Neyland, Pembroke. Grocer 
April 26 at 1245 Temp Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Woop, JoserH, Workington, Auctioneer April 29 at 3 
Uff Ree, 34. Fisher st, Carlisle 





April 26at11 Bankruptcy blies Carey st 
ADJUDIVUATIONS. 
Leeds Pet 


Bolt Manufacturer 
Walsail Pet March 21 Ord April 11 


March 18 Ord April 16 


Gi 


Timber Merchants Birmingham 


Pet March 27 
April 11 


Ord 


Worsted Spinners Leeds Pet Aprillé Ord april 16 
Notting- 
ham Pet aprilié Ord Apzil 16 
. Staffs, Painter Birmiag- 
ham Pet April17 Ord april 17 


ReEs 


Ric#arps 


Roperts, 


Waker, Jouy, and Jouy 


Fox. 


Hircukewitz, Herman, 


Hopper 


Jupp, Joux, Peterborough King’s Lynn Pet April 15 
Ord April 15 

Lancaster, Hersert Evcrne Fark and Samver Bey 
rieLD Birkenhead, Bvatbuilders Birkenn ad Pe 
April8 Ord April 1 ; ? : 

Luoyp, G@ I, Brist»1, Electrical Engineer Bristol Pe 
March 19 Ord April 17 

Marks, Mary Any, and Pamir Marks, Penzang, 
Fruiterers Truro Pet April13 Ord april 13 

Morr. BRotanp. Gk ter, Wine Merchant Gl t 
Pet Aprii 1% Ord April 16 , 

Naytor, Fousamse, Bolsover, Derby, Clothier Chester 
field Pet april 15 Ord April 15 





Pax. Exizasers, Broadhempston, Devons, Baker Exeter 


Pet April i6 Ord April 16 


Pixs, Epwako Joux, Crouch End, Commercial Traveller 


High Court Pet April1é Ord April 1 


6 
Pittine. Hannan, Rochdale Rochdale Pet April 10 On 


April 10 

averune Davip, Narberth, Pembroke, Licensed 
Victualler Pembroke Dock Pet April10 Ord Aprili5 
Water. Shrewsbury, Builder Shrewsbury 
Pet March 30 Ord April 16 


Roserts, Eowarp Glyndyfrdwy, Denbighs, Farmer Wrex- 


ham Pet april 15 Ord April 15 


Roserts, Owen James, Colwyn Bay, Denbighs, Clerk 


tangor Pet April t6 Ord April 15 i 
Wittiam Tomas Gt Grimsby, Ships’ Iron 
monger Gt Grimsby Pet April15 Ord Ao>ril '5 


Rocers Rocser, Mardy. Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet 


April15 Ord April 15 


Sanper3s Tueopore James, Sheffield Engraver Sheffidd 


Pet April 15 Ord April 15 


SHERWIN, SamvE., Leicester, Hay Merchant Leicester Pet 


March 23 Ord April 17 


Sxituinc, Wituram, and Joun Suaw Green, Manchester, 


Newspsper Pruprietors Manchester Pet Feb 1 On 
April 15 


Suira Witiiau, Bridlington, Yorks, Tailor Scarborough 


Pet April 16 Ord April 16 


Tuomas, Wittiam, Caerphilly, Glam, Licensed Victualler 


Poatypridd Pet Maich 25 Ord April 16 


Tipy, Witt1am Epwarp Bournemouth, Fruiterer Poole 


Pet Apri! 15 Ord April 16 


Taveman, James, Salford, Grocer Salford Pet April 16 


Ord Avril 15 


Turrte. May Atice, Anerley, Surrey, General Draper 


Oroydoo Pet March9 Ord April 10 
WaLkER 


jun, Barnstaple 
Barnstaple Pet Apil4 Ord April 16 


We.ts. Roszer Howey, Houghton le Spring, Durham, 
1 


Builder Durham Pet Aprilil Ord \pril 11 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 


o 


Brown, James, Sunderland, Electrical Eagineer Sunder- 


land Pet Apriil Ord April t , 
Gazeu-. -Turspay, April 23, 
RECEIVING ORDERS 


Apter, Martin Watpemat, Brighton, Chemist Brighton 


Pet April18 Ord April 18 


RAY, WiLiAm, Hunslet, Lesds, Beerse'ler Leeds Pet 
April17 Ord April 17 
ripces, Wituiam, Kingston upon Hull. Ironmonger 


Kingston upon Hull Pet April18 Ord April 18 


CarTLivGE, ANNIE, Tunstall, Staffs, Tobacconist Hanley 


Pet april 20 Ord April 20 


Cooper, Witt1am, West Bromwich, Auctioneer West 
Bromwich Pet aprii19 Ord Anvil 19 
Doss. Witt1am Henry, Holbeck, Leeds, Grocer Leeds 


Pet April 18 Ord April 18 


Farrueap, Frank. Rop'ey, slresford, Hants, Nurssryman 


Wiachester Pet April19 Ord April 19 
Josera, Runcorn, Chester, 
Pct Aprit8 Ord April 18 


Tailor Warrington 


Frost, Mrs, Greyhound rd, Fulham, Laundryman High 
Court 


Pet M.rch 28 Ord April 19 
npER, Wituiam , Kirkstali rd, Streatham Hill, 
Licensed Victualler Wandsworth Pet Aprii 2 Ord 
April 18 
even Sisters rd. Holloway, 
Tailor High Court Pet April19 Ord April 19 
Tuomas Hurcuinsoy. Stockton on Te 
Draughtama. Stockton on Tees Pet April.19 Or 
April 19 


Hospack, Geonce. Falcon rd, Battersea, Baker Wands- 


worth Pet March 15 Ord April 18 


Buewett, CHARLES, Gwennap, Cornwall Truro Pet | Jony, Exiza Jessix, Cardiff, Butcher Vardiff Pet April 4 
Pet ap il 16 Ord April 16 spril 1? Ord April 17 Ord April 15 
Sreeve, Wittiam, Camb ley. Surrey, Butcher Guildford | Browne, Ernest Antuur Grorce Louis, Bevis Marks, | Kinc, Jangp, and Wituiam Kine, Bradford, Wool 
ns = ‘6 Ord April 16 Cycle Manufacturer High Court Pet March 13 Ord Merchants Bradford Pet April 18 Ord April 18 
Srevex, Wintiam Evwarp, Coventry, Cycle Manufacturer April 15 Laiaut, Jonny Caries, Somerset rd, Upper Edmonton, 
Coventry Pet March 30 Ord April 15 Buttows, Atcervon Tuomas, Walsall, Ironfounder’s Late Bulvder Kdmonton Pet April 18 Ord April 18 


Srraxcz James Wares, Kew, Su » Commission Agen’ 
Wandsworth Pet april 16 Ord april 16 : 

Tipy Wittiam Epwarp, Bournemouth, Fruiterer Poole 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

Truzmax Janes. Lower Broughton, Grocer Salford Pet 
eprili6 Ord April 16 

Waker. Tueuss Nicnoris, Margate Canterbury Pet 
epril15 Ord April 15 


Campion, aveustus Phiip.t jane, Fruit Merchant High | 
Caney. JosePa Wituiamson, Laverpool, Solicitor Liver- 
Cooke, Jessie Janz. Worcester, Hosier Worcester Pet 
Cioves, Ernest, Wi hernses, Yorke, Bootmaker Kingston 


Manager Wa'sall Pet March5 Ord April 13 La 


Court Lo 


Pet March 16 Ord April 16 
Pet March 9 Ora April 17 


March 4 Ord «pril 10 





Wetts. Roseet Howry, Houghton le Spri Build 
Durham Pet Aonlil OreAcriliL ia 
Woop, Jonx Hvtcuixsox, Croydon, Chemist Croydon | 
P-t April13 Ord April 13 
Wnricut, Bexsamix, Manchester, Builder Manchester | 
Pet March 14 Ord April 15 
Ame notice substituted for that published in | 
- 3 mae od ~~ of Fae ge Ad 
Zows, James, Sund.rland, Biectrical ineer Sunder- 
land Pet April: Ord April1 _ — 
P P ve ee 
PPLEGATE, JAMES, nlocb st Hornsey rd, Milk 
Contractor May 2atil Hankruptey cy Carey st 
Arkixsox. Freprnicx Hastings. Solicitor April 26 at 4 
ucen’s av senembly Quen s av, Hastings 
Barweit, Groncz, H e, nr Brent d, Essex, 
Apri: 29 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Beaver, Joux, and Rocenr Murcatnoyrp, Yeadon, Yorks, 
Worsted April 26 at 1130 Off Rec, 22, Park 





Exam Epwarp Arruavur, High st Stoke Newington, Grocer 


Firzmavagics, 


Forp, Rozgrr Tuomas, Egremont, Cheshire, Photographer 
Gitiiat, Eparam Epwarp West Bridgf..1d, Notts, Com- 


Go.tsy. Tuomas Gonos, Coventry, Builder Coventry 
Geaxswum, Watrer Betrietp, Luton, Beds, Physician 
Hatt, Jouw Tuompsox, D 


Hovssy, Rosgerar Wii, Alo 


upon Hull Pet April15 rd Apri! 15 


High ‘ourt Pet April 16 Ord April 17 

Goprrey CHARLEs, Forest Gate, Essex, 
—r_* Clerk High Court Pet April 16 Ord 
Apri t 


Birkenhead Pet Uct 27 Ord April 16 


mercial 
april \6 


Traveller Nottingham Pet April 16 Ord 


Pet aprii4 Ord April 17 


Laton Pet April 6 Ord April 16 
. Sharebroker Stockton 
25 Ord A 13 

Mineral Water Manu- 
yo ge Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 28 Ord 


Sar 
our 


on Tees Pet 





pr - 
McCann, Pavx. Liverpool, Auctioneer 


Paiiuirs, 


Riosy, Wittiam 


Bert, Taomas, Burcaley, Vanomin Burnley 
18 Ord april 18 

rrixa, ARTHUR CuaABLEs, Queen’s rd, Wimbledon, 
Surrey, Clerk mn, Surrey Pet April 19 Ord 
April 19 


Pet 


Pet April 


Liverpool 
April19 Ord April 19 


Mangan, Francis Witu1am Wuirmore, Fenchurch st, 


Insurance Broker High Court 


Pet Feb 20 Ord 
April 17 


Mawson Maaxs, Onanies, Pamdora rd, West Hampstesd, 


Music Composer High Court Pet April 20 Ord 
April 20 


Mo.tynevux, Ernest Morrox, New Brighton, Cheshire, 


Envineer Birkenhead Pet March 11 Ord April 20 


Putts, Isaac, Carmarthen Retired Surveyor Car- 


marthen Pet April19 Ord April 19 ‘ 
Water, 8¢ Mary Church. Devon, Furniture 
Dealer Mxeter Pet April20 Ord Apri! 20 

Wolstanton, Staffords, Tailor Hanley 
et April 8 Ord Avril 18 


RusseLy, Mary Brapuey, Gloucester, Stationer Gloucester 
april 19 


Pet aprili9 Ord 

TH, Heapert Mines, Portswood, Southampton, Grocer 
Southam, Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

TH, Hersest Wituiam Jonyson, Kingston upon Hull, 
Labourer ton upon Hull Pet April 19 Ord 
April 19 
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Bristol Pet 
<i tienes 
t Gloucester 
ier Chester. 
aker Exeter 
al Traveller 
Pril 10 On 
&, Licensed 
Shree 
‘mer Wrex- 
ighs, Clerk 
rpvidd Pet 
t Sheffield 
cester Pet 


lanchester, 
eb 1 Ord 


arborough 
Victualler 
er Poole 
; April 15 
l Draper 
‘arnstaple 
Durham, 
in the 


Sunder- 


srighton 
ds Pet 


monger 
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fravies, Joux JamEs, High st, Teddington, Solicitor 
Kingston. Surrey Pet Marchi4 Ord April 18 

frarxey, Reperick, (Farringdon av, Whol 
Stationer Hogh Vourt Pet April20 Ord Apel 30 

§yspman, Tuomas Bzrnanrp, seompeal, Boot Dealer 
Laverpool Pet April = Ord Apri: 18 

frent, WALTER, — ord, Surrey, Baker Guildford and 
Godalming Pet April i9 O14 April 19 

Truze, THoMas, ——- Boot Maker Leicester Pet 
April 19 Ord April 1 

Wanvtow, Epuonp tens, Shifnal, Salop, 
Madeley Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Warxer, CoaBies Ferperick, Hucknall Sestant, Notts, 
Clerk Nottingham Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Warunc, Henry Isaac, Thorpe St Andrew, Norfolk, 
Builder Norwich Pet Ay i118 Ord April 18 

Wartixe, Haney Srewarp, Thorpe St Andrew, oa, 
Architect Norwich Pet April's 18 Ord April 1 

Wssattey, Hargy, Windmill rd. vhissick, ometes 
Brentford Pet April2 Ord April 19 

Wupcoose, Jos. Ratcliff. Lancs, Grocer Stockport Pet 

April18 Ord Aprii 18 

Wusoxs, Epwarp Bernasp, Penton pl, Walworth, 

Comedian High Court Pet Aprii19 urd April 19 

IRST MEETINGS. 
Avuer. Martin Watpemar, Hove, Chemist May 9 at 2 30 
Off Rec, 4 Pavilion biogs, Brighton 

Astox, Enocu, Wednesfield, Staffs, Bolt Manufacturer 
May 1at11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhamptoa 

Bepsroox, Witi1aAM Henry, Clapham Common May 2at 
1180 24, Rai way app, London Bridge 

Brztox, Gzorce Warp, Nottiogham,lace Hand April 30 
at 12 Off Hes, 4, Vastle p', Park st, Nottingham 

BuswetTt, CHARLES, Gwevnap, Uornwal May2ati2 Off 
Reo, Boscawen st, Truro 

BRADLEY, ALFRED, Leeds, Quarry Owner May 1 at ll 

Uff Rec 22 Park row, Leeds 
Leeds Maylati12 Off Rec, 22 


April 30 





Farmer 


Baay, Witt1Am. Hunslet, 
Park row Leeds 

CLovex, oe, Withernsea Yorks, Bootmaker 
atil Off Rec Trinity House in, Hult 

CrossLey, t 4 T, Salisbury sq, Fleet st, Bookmaker May 
2at 12 Ba ukruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Doss, Wint1AM Henry, a Grocer May 2 atll Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, 

Rozatox, Cuares E, i Southampton, Dairyman 
May 1at316 Off Rec, 172, High st Southampton 

Bus, Epwagp ARgTuur, High st, Stoke Newi.gvon, Grocer 
May 3at 11 Baukruptcy bidgs, (arey st 

Frrmmavnice, Goprrey CHARLES, Forest Gate, Essex, 
a Clerk May 1 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Gotsy, 3 Gzorce, Coventry, Builder April 30 at 12 
Off Rec, 17, Her.ford st. Coventry 

GwiuaM, Tuomas Bensamin, Acrefair, Denbighs, Grocer 
Apri 30a¢ 3.3) Friory, Wrexham 

HicuxowitTz, Herman, Seven sisters rd, "oe Tailor 
May 3 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs. Carey st 

Hous, Jonn James, Handsworth, Staite, Assessor and 
Collector ame Tax Mayl at 12 174, Corporation 


Joxzs, HUGH, Brynsiencyn, Aaa, Builder May 2 at 
1180 ship Hotel. Bango: 
Kiva, JARED, and Winans ;— Bradford, Wool Mer- 
chants May Qatii Off Rec. 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Mazzrax, Francis Witi1am Wuuirmore, Fenchurch st 
April 30 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Masox, F mape sy Darwen, Grocer Maylatil Off Rec, 
14, Chape: st, Preston 
Morr, Rouanp, Gloucester, Wine Merchant May 20 at 11 
Off Reo, Station rd, Gloucester 
Nayior, Fousampe, Shirebrook, Derbys, Clothier April 30 
80 7“ Rec 47. Full st, Derby 
zee, AW, Lewes Maylatii 17, High st, Lewes 
Puarsox, A W B. Palmerston bldge, Contractor May 6 
atl2 Bankruptcy blags, Carey st 
Ps, WaLTeR, St Mary Church, Devons, Furniture 
Dealer May 2 at 10.45 Off Keo, 13, Bedford circus, 


ter 
Pickanp, Nztson Epuunp, Birmingham, Timber Merchant 
May 2at1l 174. Corporation st, Birmingham 
Pixg, Witttam Goon, Weseeaten, laetienser May 3 at 
10.30 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
Pooizy, CATHERINE, and Wavip Borriz, Plaistow, Essex, 
Water Manufacturers May 1 at 11 Bank- 
Tuptcy bidge, Us ~— 
Roszats, Epwarp, Fronlwyd, Gatrhiey, Denbigh, 
Farmer spnil 80at8 Priory, 
Rosrrts, Jou, Poncyforyd., ‘Lianwn Carnarvons, 
Stonemason May 2at1i16 Ship Hotel, Bangor 
Rouinsox, Gmorce THomas, and WILson Rosinson, Soot- 
Yorks, Dyers Maylat3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


Benare, Owen Jones, Anfield, Grove Park, », Colwyn Bay, 
Denbighs, Clerk May 2at1l1 Ship Hot a. Sangue 
Stwarp, Wituiam, Harlesden, Stock ae me aler 
May 6at il Bankruptcy bidgs, Ca 

Suorrock, Joux Tomas, Blackburn May. i at 1130 Off 
Ree, 14, Chapel st Prestun 

Surnwix, Samuet, Leicester, Hay Merchant May 1 at 8 
Off Reo, 1, B: rridge st, Leicester 

Sumer, Troms, Liverpool 14 Islington, Chemist May 1 
at 12 Bansruptcy bidge, U-rey st 

Srexie, WittiaM, U mberiey, Surrey, Butcher May 2 at 
1230 24, Kailway app, London 


2 JuLius, Baltic st, Golden In May 2 at 230 
wy blogs, Uarey st 
Tumpoxn, oszepH )=OWituam, Liv 


erpool, Licensed 
Victasller May 1 at 12 Off Rec, 36, Victoria st, 


Tavauaw James, Lower Brou 
ghton, Grocer May 1 at 2.30 
met Rec, Byrom st, Manche,ter Z 
wa Smead, L- —s 5 a May 2 at 8 Off 
, Berridge st, Lei 
ee, Newport, ton, a May 2 at 12 
5 Westgate brs, Ne 


Wairais 


Wrist, ts Tuomas, — Builder Maye at 12 Bank- 


jl ’ 
Wma, Banta, Man , Builder Maylats Off 





Wane, Witu1am, Bath, Ironmonger May 1 at ‘B ‘Off 
Baldwin st, Bristol 





WInckier, “ever Forest Hill, Commission April 
30 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Woop, Jonny Hourcnrnsox, ion, Chemist May 1 at 
1130 24, Railway app, antes | Bridge 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Apier, Martin Scene. Hove, Chemist Brighton 
Pet April is Ord my 

Bowers, Jonn, Sholden, Deal, Carpenter Canterbury Pet 
March 2' O'd ‘Apel’ 19 


Basz, he a Hunslet, Leeds Leeds Pet Apriliz7 Ord 


ton upon Hull, Ironmonger 
Kingston upon Hull ¥ April18 Ord April 18 
CaRTLIDGE, ANNIE, 1. Staffs, Tobacconist Hanley 
Pet April 20 Ord April 29 
Crark, Antoun W, i. Avower, Backs Aylesbury Pet 


aun , aH 


March7 Ord A 
Cevrt, Joan Manwarinc Oxford. Licensed Victualler 
Oxford Pet A 5 


20 
Cousens. Kpwakp James, Sorbiton crn Kivgston, 
Pet Feb 19 Ora ~~ 

Dons, Witt1am Heyry Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet April 
18 Ord Ap:il18 

Forgron, Cuaries E, Lyndhurst, Southampton, par 
man Southamoton Pet March 27 Ord April 20 

Facey Esgyest Rosert, Birmmgham, Grocer Birming- 
ham Pet aprilié Ord April 18 

ae” ape Legree BY Chester, Tailor Warrington Pet 

pril 3 


Ord A 
on hg Builder Dewsbury Pet Feb 7 


a... Davip. 
Ord A; 18 

Gixnper. Wrii1AM C. Streatham Hill, Licensed Victualler 

‘andswoith Pet April2 Ord April 18 

Goss CHARLES, Bristol “wd house keeper Bristol Pet 
April 10 Ord Apmil 19 

Gutcr.-RD, Ficrence Maung. Knighton Grange, Leicester, 
Milk Dealer Leicester Pet March 25 Ord april 18 

ey Srernes, Bermondsey High Court Pet Feb 28 

1 


Hanpmay, Gronce, Sedaed, Builder Preston Pet 
March 29 Ord Apri 
ircaxow!tz, Heemay, i Sisters rd, ree, Tailor 
h Court Pet April19 Ord April 
Hopper, sutuas HourtcuHiysoy, Bbickton on _ 








Draughtsman Btockton on Tees "Pet April 19 Ord 
April 19 
Joun. Pisnoforte 


Newcastle Tyne 
Dealer Newcast'e on Tyne Pet April 11 Ord April 
v7 


eee <¥ Jessie, Cardiff, Butcher Cardiff Pet April 


April 17 


ee » Jom verano, Watchmaker Liverpool Pet 
March 22 

Krxe, Janep, and Wituus Krixe, Bradford, Bae 
Merchants Bradford Pet April18 Ord April 1S 


Laicut, Joay Cuarces, Upper Edmonton Edmonton 


Pet April }8 Ord Aoril 18 


lame Tie Burnley, Vanman Barnley Pet April 
—_ ArTHuR CHARLES, Lp 9-y Clerk Kingston, 


Surrey Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

MocCanx, Pave, yn Auctioneer Liverpool Pet 
pril19 Ord April 19 

Mawson-Marks Crages. Pet Apeil a tOet A ry Com- 

Parkes, A W, Lewes ane Pet April 3 Ord April 19 

Pera, Giovawn: Batista, Wardour st, Soho, Wine 
Merchant High Court Pet Feb 28 Ord April 29 

ey Carmarthen Carmarthen Pet April 19 

r 

Riasy. oa 16 Ona ee Staffs, Tailor Hanley Pet 

A 8 

Rosson. Henry Heesert, Waterloo, Lancs, Come 
Cierk Liverpool Pet Feb 19 Ord April 1 

Roruwe.u, Epwix Atrrep, Ramsey, Isle of ~ ho Mavaging 
Director Manchester Pet Jan 26 Ord April 20 

Russe.i, Mary Baavvey, ee Stationer Gloucester 
Pet April 19 Ord April 19 : 

Sargeant Wii.am Samvet, Chiswick, Boatbuilder 
Brentford Pet march 7 Ord Ap il19 ‘ 

Scarrs, Mary. | iverpo Latene couse Keeper Liver- 
pool Pet Feb 25 Ord April 18 

SHackiapy, Jou, —— Lancs, Farmer Liverpool 
Pet apri'4 Ord Apnl 18 


ADJUDICATION ANNU LLED. 


Frencn, Writ1am. Harlow, Essex Hertford Adjud 
_ oe 23 Annul April 17 


EQUITY AND LAW 


LIEH ASSURANOE SOOITETYST. 


ESTABLISHED 


Funds exceed - 


1844. 


£3,690,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 


alterations, to 


SECRETARY. 18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 





In the Matter of the Hinam S. Maxim Execrricat Cor- 
poRaTion (LuutTrp). (In Liquidation). 
N OTI°E IS HEREBY GIVEN that the 
Creditors of the »bove-named Company are requi’ed, 
on or before Saturd+y, tne 25th day of May, 1901, to send 
their names and addresses, = the particulars of their 
debts or claims, and the n«mes and addreases of their Sotici- 
tors, if any, to the med Mynardus Devenish, of 
Warnford- a 4 in the City of London. the Liquidator of 
the said Company, and if so required by notice in writing 
from the said Liquidator are by their Solicitors to come in 
en Oe ee claims at such time aod p'ace 
as shall in such notice, or in defanit thereof 
they will be orn from the me of any distribution 
made before such debts are Sg 
Dated this 19th day of a 
MYNARDUS DEVENISH, Liquidator. 


LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS 
For Vacancies in Town and Country, or for Introiluc- 
tions to Gentlemen requiring a’ apply to 
J. HABCOURT SMITH, 
Putnership Agent and Law Costs Drafteman, 

7, GRAY’S INN PLACE, W.C. 
Lats or 63, Caancerny Lane. 
¥.B.—MOBTGAGE SECURITIES WANTED. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, ye 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED ox 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized, 
Cc. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
F. H. GLAYTON, r} 














(jj BaeeAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 

No. 2% PaLL MALL, LONDON, 8&.W. 
(Removep rrox 5 WHITEHALL.) 
Established 1836, and further empowered by Special Act of 

t, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 130. 
Share and Debenture Capital ... £647,970. 


Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
Keversions made either at annual interest or for ya 
Policies Purchased. 


charges, 
THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(Esrastisasp 18328), 


Interests in Real and Personal 
terests and Life Policies, and 








19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 





Cuaramay : 
Sm HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Baar., 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


April 27, 16s. 








SHORTHAND AND TYPEWRITING. 


TREADWELL & WRIGHT, 


I, of 8. W., N.U.T., 
383 CHANCERY LANE, W.O. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL SHORTHAND WRITERS 
AND TYPISTS. 
EsTasLisHepd 18465. 

The Chathaed Pe a appointed by the Court in Public 
and te Examinations under the 
Same Acts. 

Legal and General Verbatim and Condensed Reporting. 
All kinds of Legal. literary, and General ype Copying. 
Competeut Clerks for Emergencies and rs, 
Rooms and Clerks for service of Clients on the premises. 
Country orders returned same day if required. 


ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.I.M.E., 

M.S.A., —— somes (late of 7. Patent Offices 

S, Saws London, W.C, tters Patent ob- 
tion effected in ror parts 

World. 5 conducted. Opini 

as to novelty. 











PATENTS and TRADE-MARKES. 


W. P. THOMPSON & CO., 
322, High Holborn, W.C. 


(and at Lrvzsroo., Marcuzster, and Brauinesax), 
LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vineial and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 

Representatives in all Oapitals. 








ESTABLISHED 1851. 
South buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
" CURRENT ACCOUNTS. 
on the minimum monthly balances, @p © 
OC when not drawn below £100, I, 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 
25 1 on Deposits, repayable on demand. 3} 1 
° ° 
STOCES AND SHARES, 
Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
The BIRKBE."K ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
post-free. FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 
hone No. 6 Ho.taorx 
Telegraphic Address: 
EDE AND 8 ns N, 


** Brexsgoxn, Lowpor.” 





BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Coagetatias of London, &e. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Olerks of the Peace. 


Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 


PLAS~YN~-DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merionethshire, 
Wales. 


For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Glasses only. 
Shooting —10,000 acres. Fishing—9 miles Salmon, 
27 miles Trout. 
References— 
Dr. Gro. 8. . 8, H Cavendish- 
- Bangs 7 8, Henrietta-ctreet, 
Dr. D. Fernizr, 84, Cavendish-square, London, 
For Prospectus, Terms, &c., apply to 
DOr. WALKER, J.P., 
Dinas Mawddwy. 


TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 


Seater Gs Ach end pirate. 
Yor Terma, ey spply t 4 
. 8. D. HOGG. 
Medical Superintendent. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIB&S, 


A putes : J. pADLaY NEALE, =“3., 
tytn Je Hor tame antl portioulaas 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 


"|BRAND & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 
ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &e., 


Of ali Chemists and Groswre. 


BRAND & CO., LTD., MAYFA: mF, MAYPAIR 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LO! 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


ErrPS & 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 























Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





COCOA 


BREAKFAST—SUPPER. 





: LAW STATIONERS. R 


PRINTERS. LITHOGRAPHERS., . 


SOLICITORS’ PAPERS. 

4/6 PER REAM, 
14/6 
14/6 
4/6 
SAMPLES FREE. 


Official Envelopes, all sizes 
and qualities. 





9? ” 





Illustrated Catalogue free on application. 
191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, 


= Sala? ee 


Every r-quisite under the abuve Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 








The BOOKS and FORMS keptin Stock forimmediate u-¢ 


Suase CeRriFICArEs, DgBENTUBES, &c, engraved and 
printed. OFricialL SLs desigaed and 


Solicitor.’ Account Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 
Stationers, Priotars, Eogeavers, Registration Agents, &,; ” 


49, FLEET 8TREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
serjeancs’ Inn). 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 





NOW READY, 8ECOND EDITIUN. PRICE &. 
A Practical Handbook to the Companies Acts, — 
By #nancisJ. GREEN, of the Iuner Lempie, Barrister-at- Law, 





ER 
pi pa® 


Fe 


Ss. oe 188, Strand, 











PROBATE VALUATI (ONS. 





The Members of the LEGAL PROFESSION 
are respectfully requested to kindly Recom- 
mend our Fiem te Executors and others 


requiring Veluations. 


y PIN 


K & Sony 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, ‘E.C., and 17 & 18. PICCADILLY, 


LONDON, W, 


ESTABLIGHED 1772. 








